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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
CIVIL WORKS
108 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0108

02 DEC 933

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Honorable J. Dennis Hastert
Speaker of the House

of Representative
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Section 101(a)(18) of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of
1999, authorized navigation improvements for the Big Bend Channel, Tampa
Harbor, Florida. The Secretary of the Army supports the authorization and,
subject to modifying the cost sharing as described in this report, plans to
implement the project through the normal budget process.

The authorized project is described in the report of the Chief of Engineers
dated October 13, 1998, which includes other pertinent reports and comments.
These reports are submitted in partial response to resolutions adopted by the
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works on May 29, 1979, and the
House Committee on Public Works and Transportation on November 14, 1979.
The views of the State of Florida, the Department of the Interior, the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, and the Environmental Protection Agency are set
forth in the enclosed report.

The authorized project modifies the existing Big Bend Channel, which non-
Federal interests originally constructed and maintained to a depth of 34 feet below
mean low water (MLW), plus an additional 2 feet of depth for advance
maintenance. The authorized project involves deepening the Big Bend entrance
channel, east channel, and inner channel to a depth of 41 feet below MLW. The
entrance channel would be widened from 200 feet to 250 feet, for a length of
about 1.9 miles. Additionally, the existing turning basin would be deepened to a
depth of 41 feet below MLW, and expanded in size to provide a minimum bottom
width of 1,200 feet. An additional 2 feet of depth would be provided in the
channels and turning basin for advance maintenance. As part of the project,
berthing areas would be deepen and existing bulkheads would be modified.
Approximately 3.5 million cubic yards of dredged material would be placed on
Disposal Isiand 3D, which is about one mile from the entrance to the Big Bend
Channel. The dikes on Island 3D would be raised approximately 7 feet to
accommodate the material. A future raising of the dikes on Island 3D would be
necessary to accommodate maintenance dredging. The project maximizes net
national economic development benefits, and no separate fish and wildlife or
cultural resources mitigation is required.
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The Chief of Engineers recommends that the total project cost of
$12,356,000, be shared at $6,235,000 Federal, and $6,121,000 non-Federal.
However, during the Administration’s review of the project, this cost sharing was
modified. The project recommended by the Corps included Federal participation
in the cost of two separate local access channels - the Inner Channel and the East
Channel. The cost of these two project elements is estimated at $1,831,000, or
about 15 percent of the total cost of the project. Each of these channels would
serve for the foreseeable future only property owned by a single private entity.
There are no public terminals on these channels, and they are not general
navigation features as defined by Section 101 of WRDA 1986. Therefore, Federal
participation should not have been recommended for either the initial construction
or the operation and maintenance of these channeals.

Based on April 1998 price levels, the Corps of Engineers estimates the total
first cost of the project at $12,356,000. This cost includes $7,087,000 for cost
shared general navigation features; $2,133,000 for the sponsor's modification
of bulkheads; $1,831,000 for the sponsor's dredging local access channels;
$867,000 for the sponsor’s dredging and disposal of material from the berthing
areas; and $438,000 for the Federal relocation of aids to navigation. There are no
lands, easements, rights-of-way, or relocations required for the project. The
project would be cost shared at $5,045,000 Federal, and $7,311,000 non-Federal.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objections
to the submission of the report as modified by the Secretary of the Army to the
Congress. A copy of its letter is enclosed in the report.

Sincerely,

i

oséph W. WestpHal
istant Secretary of the Army
{Civil Works)

Enclosure

(44



COMMENTS OF THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

CJIN 28 198

The Honorable Joseph W. Westphal

Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works
Pentagon - Room 2E570

Washington, D.C. 20310-0108

Dear Dr. Westphal:

As required by Executive Order 12322, the Office of Management and Budget has completed its
review of your recommendation for the Tampa Harbor Big Bend Channel project, Florida.

The Administration supports authorization of this project for construction in accordance with the
recommendation of your letter of January 22, 1999, with the following change. The recommended
project includes Federal participation and cost-sharing for two separate side-channels, the Inner
Channel and the East Channel. The first cost of these two project elements is estimated to be
$1,831,000, or about 15 percent of the total investment cost of this project. Supporting material
provided by the Corps of Engineers indicates that each of these channels would serve for the
foreseeable future only property owned by a single private entity. In our view, Federal cost-sharing for
these channels is inconsistent with the Corps of Engineers' single-owner policies. Therefore, there
should be no Federal cost-sharing for the initial construction or the operation and maintenance for the
Inner Channel and East Channe!l components of the project.

‘With this change in the way the project will be cost-shared, the Office of Management and Budget
does not object to submission of this report to Congress.

Sincerely,

/

Kathleen Peroff

Deputy Associate Director
Energy and Science

(vViD



COMMENTS OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA

. STAT‘E OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

"Helping Floridians create safe, vibrant, sustainable communities*

LAWTON CHILES - JAMES F. MURLEY
Governor Secretary
March 24, 1998

Mr. James Warren

Department of the Army

Policy Review Branch

Policy Division

Attn: CECW - AR (SA)

7701 Telegraph Road

Alexandria, Virginia 22315-3861

RE: U.S. Department of the Army - Navigation Projects -
Revised Navigation Study for Tampa Harbor - Big Bend
Channel - 10128 - Feasibility Report and Environmental
Assessment - Chief of Engineers Report
SAI: FL9607180575CR

Dear Mr. Warren:

The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidential
Executive Order 12372, Gubernatorial Executive Order 95-359, the
Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as amended,
and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S$.C. §§ 4321,
4331-4335, 4341-4347, as amended, has coordinated a review of the
above-referenced project.

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) indicates
that previous concerns regarding impacts to manatees and
seagrasses have been addressed; however, the DEP reiterates that
loss of seagrasses should be avoided and turbidity in and around
the dredge site should be minimized. An Environmental Resource
Permit issued through the DEP will be required. The submerged
lands in Hillsborough County are not state-owned; therefore, a
sovereign submerged lands easement will not be required. The
applicant should contact the DEP regarding permitting
requirements. Please refer to the enclosed DEP comments.

Based on the information contained in the feasibility report

and environmental assessment and the enclosed comments provided
by our reviewing agencies, the state has determined that the

oun



above~referenced project is consistent with the Florida Coastal
Management Program. Comments received from the Tampa Bay
Regional Planning Council are also enclosed for your review.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If
you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Ms.
Cherie Trainor, Clearinghouse Coordinator, at (850) 922-5438.
Sincerely,

Ralph Cantral, Executive Director
Florida Coastal Management Program

RC/cc
Enclosures

cc: Jim Wood, Department of Environmental Protection
John Meyer, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council

(IX)



COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
‘Washington, D.C. 20240

ER 98/066

Mr. David B. Sanford, Jr.

Chief, Policy Division

Directorate of Civil Works : FEB 20 Isa8
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

ATTN: CECW-AR (SA)

7701 Telegraph Road

Alexandria, VA 22315-3861

Dear Mr. Sanford:

The U.S. Department of the Interior has reviewed the Chief of Engineers Proposed
Report for the Navigation Study on Tampa Harbor, Big Bend Channel,
Hilisborough County, Florida.

The report adequately addresses fish and wildlife resources. Therefore, we have
no comment and do not object to the proposed project.

Sincerely,

721//&!:”.//1/[{4:2:,‘

%ﬂ' Willie R. Taylor, Director
Office of Environmental -
Policy and Compliance

X)



COMMENTS OF THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20426

OFFICE OF HYDROPOWER LICENSING .

CHL/DLC
MAR 0 6 1388

Mr. James Warren

Policy Review Branch
Policy Division

ATTN: CECW-AR (SA)

7701 Telegraph Road
Alexandria, VA 22315-3861

Dear Mr. Warren:

This refers to the September 1996 Navigation Study for Tampa
Harbor, Florida, prepared by the Office of the Chief of Engineers
and the Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers, provided to our
office for review and comment. The study evaluates the
feasibility of navigation improvements and Federal maintenance of
Big Bend Channel and the Alafia River Federal project at Tampa
Harbor. The study recommends modifications only to Big Bend
Channel, which include deepening and widening the channel to
safely accommodate the existing and prospective vessel fleet.

Our review indicates that, because there are no
hydroelectric developments near Tampa Bay, the proposed
modifications will not impact existing hydroelectric facilities.
Therefore, we have no comments on the Tampa Harbor Navigation
Study.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this study. If you
have any questions, please contact Allyson Lichtenfels at
(202) 219-3274.

Sincerely,

,on.tf LA M,Gljkn
\JCarol L. Sampson
Director

Office of Hydropower Licensing

cc: Public Files



COMMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

AGENCY
,".\"“@&1%; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
4 2 REGION 4
2 ¢ ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
% s 61 FORSYTH STREET, SW
Y eror® ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8909
TEB 9 1esg

Policy Review Branch

Policy Division

ATTN: CECW-AR (SA)

7701 Telegraph Road

Alexandria, VA 22315-3861

Attn.: Mr. James Warren

Subject: Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact

(FONSI) for the Tampa Harbor, Big Bend Channel, Hillshorough

County, FL

Dear Sir:

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA, Region 4 has reviewed the
subject document which discusses the immediate impacts and long-term consequences
of upgrading the Big Bend Channel element of Tampa Harbor and have nothing to
add to our original observations to the proposal.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this action. If we can be of
further assistance in this matter, Dr. Gerald Miller (404-562-9626) will serve as

initial point of contact.
Sincerely,
™
RIS TRV

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
Office of Environmental Assessment

(XID)



TAMPA HARBOR, BIG BEND CHANNEL, FLORIDA

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314-1000

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

CECW-PE (10-1-7a) 13 0CT 1998

SUBJECT: Tampa Harbor, Big Bend Channel, Florida
THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

1. 1 submit for transmission to Congress my report on the Tampa Harbor, Big Bend Channel,
Florida, study of navigational improvements. It is accompanied by the reports of the district and
division engineers. These reports are in partial response to House and Senate resolutions dated
14 November 1979 and 29 May 1979, respectively. The resolutions request review of the report
of the Chief of Engineers on Tampa Harbor, Florida, House Document 401, Ninety-first
Congress, second session, to determine if the authorized project should be modified. The
resolutions specify that improving and maintaining the existing local project for Big Bend
Channel and the existing Federal project for Alafia River be considered.

2. The reporting officers recommend modifying the Tampa Harbor navigation project to
deepen the entrance channel, east channel, and inner channel at Big Bend from 34 feet to 41 feet
below mean low water (MLW). The entrance channel would be widened from 200 feet to 250
feet for a length of 1.9 miles. Additionally, the existing turning basin would be deepened to 41
feet MLW and expanded to provide a minimum width of 1,200 feet. An additional 2 feet of
depth would be dredged in the channels and turning basin in conjunction with the initial
construction for purposes of advanced maintenance. Associated non-Federal facilities include
deepening the berthing areas and modifying bulkheads. Approximately 3.5 million cubic yards
of dredged material from the initial construction would be placed on Disposal Island 3D. The
dikes on Island 3D would be raised approximately 7 feet to accommodate material from the
initial construction of the Big Bend project. A future raising of the disposal area dikes on Island
3D would be necessary to accommodate maintenance dredging. With the authorization of the
improvements noted above, the Big Bend channel will become part of the Federal improvements
at Tampa Harbor. The plan recommended by the district engineer is the national economic
development plan. Preconstruction engineering and design activities for this proposed project
will be continued under the resolutions cited above.

3. Project costs are allocated to the commercial navigation project purpose. Based on April
1998 price levels, the estimated cost of the general navigation features (GNF) is $8,918,000. The



GNF costs include dredging of the channels and turning basin and construction of a dredged
material disposal facility. In accordance with Section 101 of WRDA 1986, as amended by
Section 201 of WRDA 1996, the Federal and non-Federal shares of GNF are estimated to be
$5,797,000 and $3,121,000, respectively. In addition, the Federal government would incur the
cost of navigational aids currently estimated to be $438,000. Ten percent of the non-Federal
share of costs allocated to GNF may be initially Federally funded and repaid to the Federal
government over a period not to exceed 30 years. The non-Federal interests may receive credits
for the value of lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations (LERR) necessary for the
Federal project.

4. Non-Federal interests must bear the cost of local service facilities, including dredging
berthing areas, providing disposal area capacity to dispose of dredged materials from berthing
areas, and modifying bulkheads. The estimated costs of non-Federal responsibilities that are not
subject to cost sharing are estimated to be $2,133,000 for bulkhead modifications and $867,000
for berthing area dredging. This $3,000,000 total cost does not include disposal costs associated
with berthing area material since the berthing area material will continue to be placed in the
currently used private upland facility. Prior to or during initial construction, the non-Federal
interests will also be responsible for the cost of the removal of any shoaled maintenance material
from the existing Big Bend channel and turning basin. This cost is expected to be minimal since
the existing channel is actively maintained to a depth of 36 feet below MLW, which includes 2
feet for advanced maintenance. Pre-condition surveys will be used to determine this non-Federal
cost prior to initiation of construction.

5. The total cost for all features required to obtain the projected navigation benefits, including
GNF, LERR, local service facilities, and aids-to-navigation are estimated to be $12,356,000. Of
this amount, $6,235,000 would be Federal, and $6,121,000 would be non-Federal. The
equivalent annual operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement (OMRR&R)
requirements are currently estimated at $295,000, based on maintaining the channels, the
disposal site facilities, non-Federal berthing areas, and aids-to-navigation. These costs include
future disposal facility improvements at Island 3D for creation of capacity for placement of
maintenance materials. These disposal facility improvements would be cost shared as GNF. The
equivalent annual OMRR&R costs would be allocated $246,000 Federal ($187,000 for
maintenance dredging of the channel and turning basin, $3,000 for maintenance of navigation
aids, and $56,000 for disposal facility improvements) and $49,000 non-Federal ($19,000 for
maintenance dredging of the berthing area and $30,000 for disposal facility improvements).
Island 3D is currently being used as a disposal site for the existing Tampa Harbor project and the
estimated maintenance costs are $60,000 annually. Maintenance costs for the improved disposal
site are not expected to increase over and above the current amount but will become a Federal
responsibility. Average annual benefits and costs, based on April 1998 price levels and an
discount rate of 7-1/8 percent, are estimated at $3,830,000 and $1,204,000, respectively, with a
resulting benefit-cost ratio of 3.2 to 1.



6. Washington level review indicates that the proposed plan is technically sound, economically
justified, and environmentally and socially acceptable. The proposed project complies with
applicable U.S. Army Corps of Engineers planning procedures and regulations. Also, the views
of interested parties, including Federal, State, and local agencies have been considered.

7. Accordingly, I recommend that the existing Tampa Harbor project be modified to provide
navigation improvements generally in accordance with the reporting officers’ recommended
plan, and with such modifications as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers that may be
advisable. My recommendation is subject to cost sharing, financing, and other applicable
requirements of Section 101 of WRDA 1986, as amended by Section 201 of WRDA 1996, for
navigation projects. Also, this recommendation is subject to the non-Federal sponsor agreeing to
comply with applicable Federal laws and policies, including the following requirements:

a. Provide, operate, maintain, repair, replace, and rehabilitate, at its own expense, the local
service facilities in a manner compatible with the project’s authorized purposes and in
accordance with applicable Federal and State laws and regulations and any specific directions
prescribed by the Federal Government;

b. Provide, at no cost to the Government, funds to pay the proportional cost of construction
of any dredged material disposal facilities and maintenance thereof, necessary to dispose of
dredged or excavated material for the local service facilities during the initial construction of the
local service facilities and the operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation of
the local service facilities;

c. Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including those lands, easements, and
rights-of-way required for dredged or excavated material disposal areas, and perform or ensure
the performance of all relocations determined by the Federal Government to be necessary for the
construction, operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation of the general
navigation features (including all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations necessary for
dredged material disposal facilities);

d. Accomplish all removals determined necessary by the Federal Government other than
those removals specifically assigned to the Federal Government;

e. Inaccordance with Section 201 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996,
provide, during the period of construction, a cash contribution equal to the non-Federal cost share
of the project’s total cost of construction of the general navigation features, which include the
construction of land-based and aquatic dredged material disposal facilities or improvements
thereof that are necessary for the disposal of dredged material required for project construction,



operation, or maintenance and for which a Federal contract for the facility’s construction or
improvement was not awarded on or before October 12, 1996;

f. Repay with interest, over a period not to exceed 30 years following completion of the
period of construction of the project, up to an additional 10 percent of the total cost of
construction of general navigation features depending upon the amount of credit given for the
value of lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations provided by the non-Federal sponsor
for the general navigation features. If the amount of credit exceeds 10 percent of the total cost of
construction of the general navigation features, the non-Federal sponsor shall not be required to
make any contribution under this paragraph, nor shall it be entitled to any refund for the value of
lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations in excess of 10 percent of the total cost of
construction of the general navigation features;

g. Provide, or pay to the Federal Government, prior to or during the period of construction,
the cost of removal of shoaled maintenance material from the existing Big Bend channel and
turning basin which are currently maintained by non-Federal interests at a depth of 36 feet below
MLW (when including added depth for advanced maintenance);

h. Give the Federal Government a right to enter, at reasonable times and in a reasonable
manner, upon property that the non-Federal sponsor owns or controls for access to the general
navigation features for the purpose of inspection, and, if necessary, for the purpose of operating,
maintaining, repairing, replacing, and rehabilitating the general navigation features;

i. Hold and save the United States free from all damages arising from the construction,
operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation of the project, any betterments,
and the local service facilities, except for damages due to the fault or negligence of the United
States or its contractors;

j- Keep and maintain books, records, documents, and other evidence pertaining to costs and
expenses incurred pursuant to the project, for a minimum of 3 years after completion of the
accounting for which such books, records, documents, and other evidence is required, to the
extent and in such detail as will properly reflect total cost of construction of the general
navigation features, and in accordance with the standards for financial management systems set
forth in the Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreemients to
State and local governments at 32 CFR, Section 33.20;

k. Perform, or cause to be performed, any investigations for hazardous substances as are
determined necessary to identify the existence and extent of any hazardous substances regulated
under the Comprehensive Environmentat Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. 9601-9675, that may exist in, on, or under lands, easements, or rights-of-
way that the Federal Government determines to be necessary for the construction, operation,



maintenance, repair, replacement, or rehabilitation of the general navigation features. However,
for lands that the Government determines to be subject to the navigation servitude, only the
Government shall perform such investigation unless the Federal Government provides the non-
Federal sponsor with prior specific written direction, in which case the non-Federal sponsor shall
perform such investigations in accordance with such written direction;

1. Assume complete financial responsibility, as between the Federal Government and the
non-Federal sponsor, for all necessary cleanup and response costs of any CERCLA regulated
materials located in, on, or under lands, easements, or rights-of-way that the Federal Government
determines to be necessary for the construction, operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and
rehabilitation of the general navigation features;

m. Agree that the non-Federal sponsor shall be considered the operator of the project for the
purpose of CERCLA liability. To the maximum extent practicable, perform its obligations in a
manner that will not cause liability to arise under CERCLA;

n. Comply with the applicable provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Public Law 91-646, as amended by Title IV of the
Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987, and the Uniform
Regulations contained in 49 CFR Part 24, in acquiring lands, easements, and rights-of-way,
required for construction, operation, maintenance, repair, repl nt, and rehabilitation of the
general navigation features, and inform all affected persons of applicable benefits, policies, and
procedures in connection with said Act; :

o. Comply with all applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including, but not
limited to, Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352 (42 U.S.C. 2000d),
and Department of Defense Directive 5500.11 issued pursuant thereto, as well as Army
Regulation 600-7, entitled "Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and
Activities Assisted or Conducted by the Department of the Army";

p. Provide a cash contribution equal to the non-Federal cost share of the project’s total
historic preservation mitigation and data recovery costs attributable to commercial navigation
that are in excess of 1 percent of the total amount authorized to be appropriated for commercial
navigation;

q. Enter into an agreement which provides, prior to construction, 25 percent of '
preconstruction engineering and design (PED) costs;

r. Provide during construction, any additional funds needed to cover the non-Federal share of
PED costs; and



s. Do not use Federal funds to meet the non-Federal sponsor’s share of total project costs
unless the Federal granting agency verifies in writing that the expenditure of such funds is
authorized.

8. The recommendation contained herein reflects the information available at this time and
cutrent departmental policies governing formulation of individual projects. It does not reflect
program and budgeting priorities intherent in the formulation of a national civil works
construction program nor the perspective of higher review levels within the executive branch.
Consequently, the recommendation may be modified before it is transmitted to Congress as a
proposal for authorization and impl ion funding. Priortot ittal to Congress, we will
coordinate any modifications with the Tampa Port Authority, the State of Florida, interested
Federal agencies, and other parties, and these parties will be afforded an opportunity to comment
further.

Lieutenanf General, U.S. Army
Chief of Engineers



REPORT OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER

September 1996
REVIS

Goveaed W/??Y

NAVIGATION STUDY FOR
TAMPA HARBOR
- BIG BEND CHANNEL - 10128

FEASIBILITY REPORT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT



SYLLABUS

The Tampa Port Authority agreed to sponsor a study of Big Bend Channel and
Alafia River. A United States House Committee Resolution adopted November 14,
1979, authorized the study and this report. The Alafia River portion of the
study is a single owner situation, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers policy
does not support improvements to benefit one owner. The feasibility study
excluded Alafia River from further consideration. The study findings in this
report are only for the Big Bend Channel portion.

The Big Bend Channel study considered engineering, economic, and
environmental alternatives in deciding on a plan for improving navigation.
The evaluations considered enlarging the channel bottom area as well as deeper
depths over that area. Model simulation studies concluded that widening the
existing entrance channel from 200 to 250 feet was necessary. That model also
indicated a need to enlarge the turning basin for vessels changing direction
between the entrance and inner channels. The inner channel and east channel
increments of the project remain at an existing bottom width of 200 feet.
Depth considered for the channel bottom area ranged from 36 to 46 feet. The
selected depth from economic analysis is 41 feet. The total first cost of the
navigation project is $11,348,000 and the total economic first cost is
$11,398,000. The Federal share of the total first cost is $5,747,000 which
includes navigation aid costs of $438,000. The sponsor's share is $5,601,000
which includes berth deepening and bulkhead modification costs.

Economic analysis determined the average annual equivalent (AAEQ) values
for benefits and costs. The benefits are from transportation savings in the
movement of coal, phosphate rock, and phosphate chemicals. The AAEQ benefits
are about $3,729,000. The AAEQ costs include interest and amortization of the
total first costs along with periodic maintenance dredging and disposal costs
at an interest rate of 7.625 percent. That cost is an estimated $1,211,000.
The benefit-td-cost ratio is 3.1 to 1.

An update of the economics and costs was completed in May 1998. Revised
AAEQ benefits are $3,830,000. The revisions were based upon the current 1998
interest rate of 7.125 percent. The total project construction cost based on
April 1998 prices is now estimated at $12,356,000. The Federal share of the
construction cost is estimated to be $6,235,000 and the non-Federal share is
estimated to be $6,121,000. The revised RAEQ costs which include interest and
amortization of the total first costs along with periodic maintenance dredging
and disposal costs at an interest rate of 7.125 percent. That cost is an
estimated $1,204,000. The benefit-to~cost ratio is 3.2 to 1.

The study also explored the use of dredged material for environmental
benefits. The estimated high fines content in the dredged material makes it
unsuitable for direct deposit in an unconfined area. A beneficial use plan
was not possible to do along with the proposed navigation project. The
process to obtain suitable material for beneficial use involved placement of
all excavated quantities first into disposal island 3D. That initial step
enables the separation of fines from coarser grain materials within the
disposal area. Material, not needed for dike construction, would be available
for use in projects to benefit the environment. Consideration of a project
for use of that material is more appropriate at some future date using an
available authorization process to determine the most feasible plan.



SELECTED/NED PLAN COST SHARING

(April 1998 Price Level)

TOTAL FEDERAL NON-
ITEM COST (000) SHARE FEDERAL
{000) SHARE
(000)
General Navigation Features {GNF)
Channels and Turning Basin $5,248 $3.4111/ $1.837 2/
Environmental Monitoring 92 60 32
Dike and weir construction 2,249 ' 1,462 787
Preconstruction Eng & Design 591 384 207
Construction Management 738 480 258
Subtotal, GNF Costs $8.918 $5.797 $3.121
Features not Cost Shared
Berthing Areas 3/ $768 0 $768
Preconsfrucribn Eng & Design 44 0 44
Construction Management 55 0 55
Subtotal, Berthing Areas $867 0 $867
Bulkhead Modification 3/ 2,133 0 2,133
Navigation Aids 438 438 0
TOTALS $12,356 $6,235 $6.121
NOTES:

1/ The estimated Federal share of general navigation feaiures is 65 percent.

The non-Federal sponsor has no estimated credit.

2/ Non-Federal sponsor cost is a 25 percent cash contribution plus 10 percent
over 30 years for a total of 35 percent of the general navigation features .
3/ Berthing areas dredging and bulkhead modifications are 100 percent non-

Federal expenses. Also included is a user fee of $222,000 to use disposal area 3D for

placement of berthing area material.




SELECTED/NED PLAN COST SHARING
(April 1998 Price Level)

TOTAL | FEDERAL NON- FULLY FEDERAL NON-
COST ACCOUNT/DESCRIPTION COosT SHARE | FEDERAL | FUNDED | SHARE | FEDERAL
{000) {000) SHARE COsT {000} SHARE
(000} {000} {000}

12 DREDGING $10,928 $5317 $5.557 | $11,678 $5.780 $5.898

Channels and Turning Basin 5,248 341 1,837 5,618 3,689 1,929

Environmental Monitoring 92 60 32 98 64 34

Navigation Aids 438 438 0 448 468 0

Disposal Areas 2,249 1,462 787 2,399 1,559 840

Berthing Areas 768 0 768 819 o] 819

Bulkhead Modification 2,133 0 2133 2,276 0 2276

30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING AND $ 635 $384 $251 $ 658 $397 $ 261
DESIGN

Engineering & Design Complete 258 168 90 258 148 90

Engineering & Design 333 216 nz7 353 229 124

Engineering & Design [100% Non-Fed} 44. 0 44 47 0 47

31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT $793 $480 $313 5864 $523 $341

Construction Mgmt 738 480 258 804 523 281

Construction Mgmt (100 % non-Fed) 55 0 55 60 0 40

TOTALS $12.356 $4.235 $6,121 $13,200 $ 6,700 $6.500
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SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SELECTED PLAN BENEFITS AND COSTS

ITEMS 4] Feet

AAEQ Benefits $3,830,000
Costs - Interests and Amortization 1/ 909,000
Maintenance: Channel shoals 2/ 206,000
Navigation aids 3,000

Disposal area costs 3/ 86,000

Total AAEQ costs $1,204,000
Benefit-to-cost ratio 32t01

NOTES: ’

l/ The total first cost ($12,356,000) plus IDC of $50,000 is the total economic cost
for the project. That economic cost is then amortized over 50 years at an interest rate
of 7.125 percent for the AAEQ cost for all channels (including Advanced Maint)}, turning
basin, bulkhead modifications, berthing areas, and 7 feet of dike on disposal area 3D.
During project construction, an additional 3 feet (above the 7 feet required for
construction) will be constructed for maintenance at a cost of $1,906,000. The Big
Bend Share is $423,000. This first cost is from the updated project cost estimate.

2/ Annual costs for maintenance to remove shoals include the excavation of material
from the project channels, turning basin, and berthing areas with placement in disposal
island 3D. Includes removal of 720,000 cy of material every nine years for the 50 year
project life. Each maintenance event is estimated in current dollars at $2,517,000.
The present worth &f all of the maintenance events on 9 year cycles is $2,587,000. The
present worth spread out over 50 years at 7.125% is $206,000. The Non-Federal pertion
of the cost is $19,000 for berthing area maintenance. The Federal portion is $187,000
for channel and turning basin maintenance.

3/ Average annual costs for disposal include the Big Bend Share (22.2%) of all dike
improvements at Disposal Island 3D. In project year 7, an additional 10 feet of dike
will be construction for maintenance at a cost of $7,729,000. The Big Bend Share is
$1,716,000. The Present Value of $1,716,000 at 7.125% is $1,060,000 which is the total
first cost of the Big Bend Share. The AARQ of $1,060,000 at 7.125% over a 30 year life
is $86,000. The non-Federal cost sharing is 35 percent of the $86,000 or $30,000. The
Federal cost is 65 percent or $56,000.
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INTRODUCTION

The Big Bend navigation features are now privately
maintained to serve two land owners. Those owners handle
phosphate rock and phosphate chemicals as well as coal for
electric power generation. The Tampa Port Authority also owns
land in the area with potential for future terminal development.
The depth of the channels, berths, and turning basin is presently
about 34 feet®. The entrance and inner channel widths are about
200 feet. The irregularly shaped turning basin has a turning
diameter of about 1,000 feet.

A reconnaissance report was completed in 1980 that
recommended further study for both Big Bend Channel and Alafia
River. The following feasibility report recommended channel
widths of 300 feet and depths of 43 feet for both Alafia River
and Big Bend Channel. The feasibility report was submitted to
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in 1985 but was
returned at the sponsor's request. Another reconnaissance report
was prepared in 1991 which recommended further study of only Big
Bend Channel. Alafia River was found to be a single owner
situation and no further study was recommended for that portion.

A Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement (FCSA) was negotiated and
executed in 1992 for a feasibility level study of Big Bend
Channel. This report is the culmination of that study.

AUTHORITY

The present study is authorized by Senate and House
Resolutions adopted 29 May 1979 and 14 November 19879,
respectively. The content of the resolutions is as follows for
the study area shown on figure 1:

"Resolved by the committee on Public Works and Transportation of the
House of Representatives, United States, that the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors is hereby requested to review the report of the Chief of
Engineers on Tampa Harbor, Florida, printed in House Document No. 401, Ninety-
First Congress, Second Session, and other pertinent reports, with a view of
determining if the authorized project should be modified in any way at this
time, with particular reference to improvement and maintenance of the existing
local project for Big Bend Channel and the existing Federal project for Mrafia
River." and

: All depths in this report are referenced to mean low water except where stated

otherwise.
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"Resolved by the committee on Environment and Public Works of the

United States Senate, that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors is hereby requested to review the report of the Chief of
Engineers on Tampa Harbor, Florida, printed in House Document No.
401, Ninety-First Congress, Second Session, and other pertinent
reports, with a view of determining if the authorized project
should be modified in any way at this time, with particular
reference to improvement and maintenance of the existing local
project for Big Bend Channel and the existing Federal project for
Alafia River."

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The Tampa Port Authority (TPA) is the sponsor for the
recommended modifications to the existing project at Big Bend
Channel. The purpose of this study is to consider the
feasibility of further modifying the existing private navigation
project for Big Bend Channel. Particular emphasis is placed on
deepening and widening the existing channel to safely accommodate
the existing and prospective vessel fleet. The channel provides
access to the authorized 43-foot Tampa Harbor Main Shipping
Channel. This report provides the results of investigations to
determine the Federal interest and feasibility of project
construction. The selected solution from that investigation is
in concert with current policies for navigation improvements to
the existing project at Big Bend Channel.

PRIOR STUDIES AND REPORTS

A second reconnaissance report on Big Bend Channel and
Alafia River was completed in 1991. The recommendation in that
report was only for more detailed study of the Big Bend Channel.
This feasibility report contains the results of that study. The
only other study and report on Big Bend Channel was in
conjunction with the Alafia River. That report went to the Board
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in 1985. That Board returned
the report at the local sponsor's request.

The first favorable report for the Alafia River, contained
in Senate Document 16, 77th Congress, First Session, recommended
a channel 150 feet wide and turning basin to a depth of 25 feet
in Alafia River. The second favorable report in House Document
258, 81st Congress, First Session, recommended a channel 200 feet
wide and turning basin 700 feet by 1200 feet both to a depth of
30 feet in Alafia River. The River and Harbor Acts of 2 March
1945 and 17 May 1950, respectively, authorized those projects.

Numerous studies have been made on the existing Tampa Harbor
project; the latest report is in House Document 91-401, 91st
Congress, First Session, and the most recent Congressional
project authorization is in the River and Harbor Act of 31
December 1970.

14



EXISTING PROJECTS

The existing Federal project in the study area is Tampa
Harbor. The Tampa Harbor project provides a channel depth of 43
feet to phosphate terminals located in Hillsborough Bay {see
figure 1). Alafia River is an existing Federal project as part
of the Tampa Harbor project. As authorizeéd, Alafia River has a
channel depth of 30 feet water over a bottom width of 200 feet
from the ship channel in Hillsborough Bay to and including a
turning basin 700 feet wide and 1,200 feet long in Alafia River.
The preject length is about 3.6 miles.

Big Bend Channel is a privately constructed and maintained
channel 34 feet deep by 200 feet wide from the main ship channel
in Hillsborough Bay to and including a turning basin 1,000 feet
long by 700 to 1,500 feet wide. The length of the project is
about 2.2 miles (see figure 2).

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The navigation features at Big Bend consist of an entrance
channel, turning basin, inner channel, and berthing areas.
Private interests dredged a channel to provide access from the
Tampa Harbor Main Ship Channel to the facilities in southeast
Hillsborough County. Excavation began in 1867 to provide a
channel 34 feet deep and 200 feet wide with dredged material
going into a private upland area. Construction also included a
turning basin and inner channel with project completion in 1969.
Since construction, area interests have maintained the project
with shoal material going into private upland areas.

PORT BERTHS AND TERMINAL FACILITIES

; The general location of facilities at Big Bend are on figure
3. Those terminals enable the unloading of coal and the loading
of phosphate rock, processed phosphate chemical, and phosphoric
acid. Coal and phosphate rock are the majer commodities. The
coal terminal is on the southern end of the inner channel next to
the coal-fired power plant (see figures 2 and 4). The phosphate
loading terminal is on the south side of the channel that is off
the eastern end of the turning basin. The sponsor has 150 acres
of undeveloped land along the north side of that channel in the
Port Redwing area. :

15
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The terminal in figure 4 handles integrated tug-barge
movements of coal. Useable wharf length at that terminal is
about 1,100 feet with berth depths of 34 feet. The terminal has
two overhead cranes, ladder and bucket type, for unlcading coal
from the barges. FEach of those cranes has an unloading rate of
about 2,000 short tons per hour. The coal moves on a conveyor to
one of three storage areas in the figure. Those areas have a
total static capacity of about 750,000 to 830,000 short tons
depending on the coal density.

The phosphate rock terminal in figure 5 has 2,500 feet of
usable wharf length with an adjacent berth depth of 34 feet.
Phosphate rock and chemical or phosphoric acid can be loaded at
any station along the berths. Storage facilities include six
phosphoric acid tanks which can hold 60,000 short tons. The
enclosed, dry storage area for phosphate chemicals holds 32,000
short tons. Storage of phosphate rock is in an open area with a
capacity of about 2,200,000 short tons. Facilities are open to
all on equal terms for movement of those specific commodities.

TRIBUTARY AREA

The primary commodities to be considered in the benefit
analysis are phosphate rock, phosphate chemicals, and coal. The
phosphate rock or ore comes primarily from mining operations in
Polk County. The phosphate chemicals come from processing plants

.near the mines in Polk County. The phosphate terminal facility
at Big Bend handles mainly wet phosphate rock and phosphate
chemicals, Granulated Triple Super Phosphate (GTSP) and
phosphoric acid. - The coal facility unloads coal which comes
mainly from a trans-shipment point at Davant, Louisiana.

The phosphate has different destinations. and modes of
transport. Wet phosphate rock goes into barges for transport to
Donaldsonville and Uncle Sam, Louisiana. Granulated Triple Super
Phosphate (GTSP) moves by barge to Davant, Louisiana, and by
ocean going vessel to ports world-wide. Phosphoric acid is a
liquid requiring tank storage for movement. Movement is mainly
by ocean going vessels to ports primarily in the Far East,
Central America,- ‘and South America.

To comply with Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, blending of
low sulfur coals with current fuels is necessary at Big Bend.
The various sources of coal come to the Electrocoal facilities at
Davant, Louisiana, where they are trans-shipped to Tampa Harbor.
Those sources are both domestic and foreign. The electric plants
in the Tampa area convert coal to electricity that goes to over
491,000 customers in an area of about 2,000 square miles. That
area includes most of Hillsborough County and parts of Pinellas
and Polk Counties with a total population of over 1 million.
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATISTICS

Population projections of the Bureau of Economic Analysis
regicnal area for the years 1995 - 2020 are given in table 1.
Population projections are as reported in the Florida Statistical
Abstract by the Bureau of Economic and Business Research, College
of Business Administration, University of Florida (1994).
Population in 1990 is from the April 1990 Census.

TABLE 1

POPULATION PROJECTIONS
TAMPA-ST. PETERSBURG REGIONAL AREA

COUNTY 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Charlotte 110,975 130,400 153,600 176,200 198,600 221,300 243,800
Citrus 93,513 106,800 123,100 138,800 154,400 170,100 185,700
Collier 152,099 187,600 222,200 256,000 289,500 323,400 357,100
De Soto 23,865 26,300 28,500 30,700 32,800 34,900 36,900
Hardee 19,499 22,300 23,100 23,800 24,500 25,200 25,800
Hernando 101,115 120,600 144,500 168,000 191,300 215,100 238,700
Highlands 68,432 78,500 85,400 94,000 102,400 110,900 119,200
Hillsborough 834,054 892,300 962,300 | 1,028,800 1,093,100 | 1,156,800 | 1,218,600
Lee 335,113 376,600 428,100 478,000 527,200 576,700 625,600
Manatee 211,707 232,700 257,400 281,100 304,300 327,500 350,200
Pasco 281,131 306,400 340,100 372,400 403,900 435,500 466,400
Pinellas 851,659 879,800 919,500 958,100 996,200 | 1,033,800 | 1,070,300
Polk 405,382 443,900 481,200 517,000 551,800 586,500 620,400
Sarasota 271,776 301,200 329,800 357,000 383,500 | 409,800 435,400
TOTAL 3,766,320 | 4,103,400 | 4,498,300 4,8‘79,900' 5,253,500 | 5,627,500 | 5,994,100
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COMMODITIES

Commodity tonnage that moved over the Big Bend Channel in
the past 20 years has experienced accelerated growth. During the
first full year of operation in 1970, the channel had 302,000
tons of cargo as shown in table 2. The total tonnage in 1990 was
10,500,000 tons. Table 2 shows the development of tonnage by the
various commodities from 1970 to 1994 on that channel. Appendix
B provides more discussion and information concerning the
commodity movements.

Phosphate Rock. Tug/barge units move the majority of
phosphate rock from Big Bend to Donaldsonville or Uncle Sam,
Louisiana. When Freeport/McMoran purchased Agrico Inc. in 1988,
the operation became larger with the movement of
Freeport/McMoran's operation from the East area in Tampa to Big
Bend. The Big Bend terminal then went from loading on a standard
5 day week to a 7 day week, 24 hours a day. Table 2 shows the
tonnage change and breakdown. by commodity.

Coal. As electric demand increased and more generating
capacity was added to the plant at Big Bend, table 2 shows an
overall growth in coal movements. Nearly all of the coal arrives
from Davant, Louisiana by tug/barge units. Since 1970, only one
shipment by self-propelled bulk carriers moved coal from another
source to the terminal at Big Bend.

Phosphate Chemical. Self-propelled bulk carriers normally
transport Granular Triple Super Phosphate (GTSP) and Di-ammonium
Phosphate (DAP) from Big Bend to destinations throughout the
world. GTSP amounts generally show an overall growth with yearly
fluctuations. Chemical tankers transport phosphoric acid to
destinations in South and Central America, the Caribbean, and
U.S. ports. Integrated tug/barge units transport phosphate
chemicals mainly to Donaldsonville which is just upstream from
Davant, Louisiana.
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TABLE 2

COMMODITY HISTORY
(1,000 SHORT TONS)
YEARS COAL PHOSPHATE GTSP | PHOSPHORIC | MISC. TOTAL
ROCK ACID
1970 301.7 0 0 0 0 301.7
1971 658.0 0 0 0 0 658.0
1972 1,216.1 0 0 0 0 1,216.1
1973 1,540.6 0 0 0 0 1,540.6
1974 1,826.7 0 0 0 4.3 1,831.5
1975 1,707.2 436.4 0 2.2 0 2,145.8
1976 2,216.6 1,295.5 122.6 89.7 0 3,724.4
1977 2,385.8 2,417.3 215.9 121.6 12.8 5,153.4
1978 2,551.5 2,725.0 352.4 156.2 23.1 5,808.2
1979 2,439.1 29175 280.7 181.3 21.9 5,840.5
1980 2,429.5 2,847.0 320.3 177.1 10.2 5,784.1
1981 3,241.9 2,426.1 344.5 193.8 0 6,206.3
1982 2,870.9 2,115.6 244.6 212.7 0 5,443.8
1983 3,239.0 2,380.8 449.6 193.3 0 6,262.7
1984 3,196.0 2,755.4 381.3 309.4 0 6,642.1
1985 4,167.9 3,005.4 576.8 361.9 4.9 8,116.9
1986 3,390.2 2.704.9 41.1 269.8 25.0 6,831.0
1987 4,431.5 2,640.6 623.2 236.9 17.7 7,949.9
1988 4,507.2 3,732.6 514.8 313.9 18.5 9,087.0
1989 4,178.3 5,628.4 472.8 321.4 24.3 10,625.2
1990 4,160.9 5,683.4 490.2 218.8 44.0 10,597.3
1991 4,053.1 5,743.2 517.2 81.8 9.0 10,404.3
1992 4,442.7 5,537.5 562.7 164.8 0 10,707.7
L1993 4.659.6 43368 5597 2552 ) 9.811.3
SOURCE: Tampa Port Authority

23



TAMPA HARBOR HISTORIC DREDGED VOLUMES

The Tampa Port Authority has a draft maintenance dredging
disposal plan (1994) for Tampa Harbor. That plan was a source of
historic data and potential projections for future maintenance
dredging associated with the study area. Development data in
appendix F, the dredged material management plan, came primarily
from that document. An analysis of past construction and
maintenance work provides a setting for future dredging and
disposal efforts.

The Port Authority's maintenance disposal plan indicates
material removed from the main ship channel in the study area
amounted to about 32,500,000 cubic yards (CY) between 1978 to
1994. That plan used the year 1978 as a reference point based on
availability and accuracy of data from that year. Since
construction of disposal islands 2D and 3D around 1980, about
8,000,000 CY of maintenance and 1,000,000 CY of construction
material have gone into the islands from dredging.

ALAFIA RIVER AND BIG BEND CHANNEL DISPOSAL SITES

Historically, disposal of dredged material from the Alafia
River and Big Bend navigation projects involved only about five
upland locations on the mainland. No dredged material went into
disposal islands 2D or 3D which are primarily for the Tampa
Harbor main ship channel. Only two of those upland locations had
a significant amount of remaining capacity prior to 1994 and both
are in private ownership. One is near Alafia River and is for
maintenance of that project. The other is in the vicinity of Big
Bend.

A 67-acre disposal site, located north of Alafia River, is
in private ownership. It had about 600,000 CY of capacity prior
to 1994. That site is exclusively for the disposal of dredged
material from the Alafia River Channel and Turning Basin.
Maintenance and deepening of the authorized ship channel on
Alafia River in 1994-1995 resulted in the filling of that area to
capacity.

The disposal area under private ownership at Big Bend has an
estimated capacity of about 650,000 CY in 1996. That site is
exclusively for disposal of dredged material from the private
ship channels, basin, and berthing areas in the vicinity of Big
Bend.
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DISPOSAL ISLANDS 2D AND 3D CAPACITIES

The creation of disposal islands 2D and 3D was part of the
Federal deepening of the Tampa Harbor navigation project in 1978
to 1982. Since construction, about 6,021,000 CY of dredged
material has gone into 2D and 1,896,000 CY into 3D. Surveys in
1990 indicated the remaining capacities in 2D and 3D were about
4,018,000 and 3,614,000 CY, respectively. The dike elevation at
the time of the survey was about 20 feet above mean low water and
has remained at that height during this study. Placement of
dredged material from 1990 to 1994 involved maintenance work on
ship channels and berths and amounted to about 2,252,000 CY intoc
3D and 893,000 CY into 2D. Remaining capacities at the beginning
of 1994 were about 1,362,000 CY in 3D and 3,125,000 CY in 2D,

BIG BEND MAINTENANCE AND DISPOSAL AREA

The estimated average shoaling rate on the existing
navigation channel at Big Bend is about 60,000 CY a year.
Completion of the most recent maintenance to remove shoals
occurred in 1994. The after dredging survey is in appendix A.
That survey information on depths was the basis for estimating
quantities to improve depths and widths on the existing project.

That maintenance work involved a required depth of 34 feet with
an allowable overdepth of 2 feet. The dredged material from that
maintenance went into a private upland site. Available
information from the area indicates a private upland disposal
area existed in 1995 with an estimated 650,000 CY of remaining
capacity for disposal of dredged material.

VESSEL FLEET

The existing fleet of vessels currently using the Big Bend
navigation project consists of integrated tug/barge units, self
propelled bulk carriers, and self propelied chemical tankers.

The vast majority of cargo movement is via barge to and from
destinations on the Mississippi River. The integrated tug/barge
units range in size from about 700 to 800 feet with beams of 85
feet and drafts up to 36 feet. Typical barges in the fleet are in
table B-3 of appendix B. The bulk carriers range up to 740 feet
in length and 106 feet in beam with maximum drafts of 41 feet.
Drafts and beams of the tankers are comparable to the bulk
carriers, with slightly shorter lengths. More information on the
self-propelled ships in appendix B, tables B-26, B-30, B-58, and
B~76.
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FUTURE CONDITIONS
WITHOUT NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS

The focus of the analysis on future conditions was mainly on
the cargo movements at the Big Bend facilities and maintenance of
the channels and berths serving the terminals. The cargo
movements involve tonnage and vessels. Bppendix B provides the
projections of tonnage and vessel fleets to handle the movement
of cargo. Appendix F provides a dredged material management plan
for disposal of material in the upper Tampa Bay area involving
the use of disposal islands 2D and 3D.

PORT CARGO TONNAGE

The prospective tonnages involve coal, phosphate ore, and
phosphate products. The phosphate products are granulated triple
super-phosphate (GTSP) and phosphoric acid. Steady increases in
tonnage for coal, phosphate ore, and GTSP are likely into the
future. The U.S. Department of Interior's Bureau of Mines
provided information for the projection of phosphate related
commodities. Appendix B provides a more detailed discussion
which further explains the commodity projections.

Coal. Projected shipments relate to population which has
risen steadily. Movements in 1990 were about 4.16 million tons?
and 4.66 million tons in 1393. The estimate of projected tonnage
in appendix B, table B-2, shows a leveling off in 2007 at about
5.96 million tons for the foreseeable future.

Phosphate Ore. Shipments of phosphate ore dominates the
tonnage movement now from the phosphate terminal. Estimates for
the near future are in appendix B, table B-29. Shipments of about
5.5 million tons in 1994 are likely to have only a slight annual
growth to about 7.4 million tons in the year 2017. The forecast
beyond that year is a gradual decline in tonnage to zerc by the
year 2029,

Phosphoric Acid. Shipments of phosphoric acid started in
1975. The product is a chemical liquid. As shown in tables 2
and B-75 in appendix B, records of past shipments show a very
irregular annual tonnage over the years. The overall tonnage
from 1977 to 19383 averages about 221,800 tons. No increase in
that overall average annual tonnage is foreseeable in the near
future for that product.

Tonnage measurements in this report arxe in short tons unless otherwise stated.
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Granulated Triple Super Phosphate (GTSP). Tables 2 and B~45
in appendix B show GTSP tonnage beginning about 1976. Annual
amounts have been somewhat irregular but overall have generally
shown an increase through the years. Current estimates are for a
gradual growth from about 530,000 tons in 1994 to about 713,000
tons in the year 2017. The fore-cast beyond that year is for a
gradual decline in tonnage to zero by the year 2029.

FUTURE VESSEL FLEET MOVEMENTS

Projections for the vessel fleets are in appendix B and
involve the use of bulk vessels to move cargo. Those vessels
include deep draft barges and ships. Table references from that
appendix provide the vessels sizes and tonnage distributions
associated with the prospective fleet.

Coal Vessels. Barges are likely to handle most of the coal.
Tables B-2 in appendix B shows the distribution between deep

draft barge and self-propelled bulk carriers. Table B~3 shows
the size barge which range from about 17,500 to 39,700 deadweight
tons (DWT metric). Tables B-5 through B-11 show the barge
tonnage relationship without improvement at a depth of 34 feet.
The remaining coal movement is on self-propelled ships. Tables
B-26 through B-28 show the without improvement depth of 34 feet
for that portion of the movement. .

Phosphate Vessels. Ore shipments in table B-29 move mainly
on barges of about 23,100 to 39,700 DWT metric. Table B-30
provides the barge fleet characteristics. Tables B-31 through B-
37 in appendix B show the distribution of tonnage for the without
improvement depth of 34 feet. Granulated triple super-phosphate
(GTSP) projections in table B-45 move by both deep draft barges
and ships. Barge movements are in tables B-47 through B-53.
Self-propelled carriers are in tables B-58 through B-74. The
total shipment of GTISP is about equally distributed between barge
and ship. Most of the phosphoric acid movements are on self-
propelled bulk carriers of 10,000 to 20,000 DWT. Table B-75
shows the distribution between foreign and domestic. Tables B-76
through B~83 have the without improvement analysis at a depth of
34 feet.

TERMINAL FACILITIES

Current operations are likely to continue without
improvements to existing navigation conditions. Loading and
unloading facilities are in good condition and with proper
maintenance are likely to remain that way for the near future
without significant modification. The only change thac could
occur is with the Port Redwing property to the north of the
phosphate rock and chemical loading facilities.
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The Tampa Port Authority recently acquired about 150 acres,
adjacent to the east channel in Port Redwing, for development.
The port authority is promoting the area as a prime
maritime/industrial site. The potential for future development
exists with or without improvement.

BIG BEND DISPOSAL AREA

The existing navigation channel at Big Bend has an estimated
shoaling rate of about 60,000 CY a year. Without any
improvements proposed in this report, that shoal material is
likely to continue at about the same average rate. Disposal will
likely continue into the private upland site. That existing site
would enable dredging and disposal operations for about 10 years
of maintenance. At the end of that period, private interests in
the area would have to review available options such as seeking
other upland sites, reuse existing disposal sites, or negotiate
with the Tampa Port Authority to use disposal island 3D.

DISPOSAL ISLANDS 2D AND 3D

The Tampa Port Authority needs to raise the dikes in
disposal islands 2D and 3D for future maintenance of the Tampa
Harbor navigation project. Both disposal islands have dikes now
at an elevation of about 20 feet above mean low water. At that
elevation, the remaining capacity in 1994 for 2D and 3D is about
3,125,000 CY and 1,362,000 CY, respectively. Based on subsurface
conditions, the maximum dike elevation on disposal island 3D is
40 feet above mean low water (mlw). The area within disposal
island 2D has two cells separated with a dike. The northern
portion has the potential for a dike height of 40 feet above mlw.

The southern portion has the potential for a dike height of only
25 feet above mlw.

Disposal Island 3D. Material for a maximum dike elevation
does not exist on disposal island 3D. To add another 20 feet to
the dike height requires about 3.34 million CY of suitable
construction material. To make repairs to the existing dike
requires about 35,000 CY. Only 1.7 million CY of material exists
on the island for dike construction. The remaining material
needs to come from another source. Maintenance in the near
future is likely to provide a small amount of the required
material.

Increasing the dike height with material from inside
disposal island 3D adds capacity. Using the existing good
material within the area to raise the dike and do repairs could
help add capacity for future use. A 20-foot increase in dike
height adds about 8,600,000 CY without considering the material

vused from inside the dikes (1.7 million CY) or existing capacity
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within the area (1.36 million CY). The estimated combined
capacity using the existing capacity with the amounts from
potential dike increases and removal of inside material is about
11.7 million CY.

Excluding the shoal material from the navigation channels at
Alafia River and Big Bend, the average annual maintenance
material for placement in disposal island 3D is an estimated
280,000 CY a year from other project channel work. The average
shoal removal from Alafia River is about 130,000 CY a year.
Assuming half that amount goes into disposal island 3D in the
future, the total maintenance amount going into that island
increases to 345,000 CY a year. If the.60,000 CY a year of
shoaling from the existing Big Bend private project goes into the
island, the total amount increases to an estimated 405,000 CY a
year.

Disposal Island 2D. Construction grade material for higher
dikes on disposal island 2D does exist on the island. A maximum
dike elevation in the northern and southern portion would enable
an estimated increase in capacity of about 10 million CY. Adding
that increase to the existing capacity of 3.125 million CY in
1994 gives a total of about 13.1 million CY.

Shoal material for placement in 2D accumulates at an average
rate of about 371,000 CY a year, excluding the Alafia River shoal
material. Using that rate decreases the existing capacity to
157,000 CY a year by the end of 1998. Higher dikes increase the
capacity by about 10,000,000 CY. The addition of about 65,000 CY
in shoal material a year from the Alafia River maintenance in the
year 2000 increases the shoaling rate to 436,000 CY a year. The
life expectancy from the year 2000 is about 22 years for disposal
island 2D.

OTHER DREDGED MATERIAL USES

Maximizing the potential for disposal of maintenance material
from a Federal project is an important objective for continued
channel usage. Several opportunities are available for use of
material in a manner beneficial to the environment. A number of
deep holes exists in Tampa Bay. Filling of those holes would
improve the environment in them. Using material to expand
islands for bird nesting is beneficial. Consideration of
material for those uses benefits the environment and reduces the
need for space within a disposal area. A beneficial uses plan
with dredged material can be studied under a separate authority.
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PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

The major problem to shippers, using the existing Big Bend
navigation features, is the lack of navigable channel depths and
widths for safe and economic transport of their commodities. The
existing channel does not allow optimum use of the current vessel
fleet. The use of shallow to moderate draft vessels occurs at a
higher unit cost for transport. Deeper depths for more draft and
tonnage reduces the unit cost for transport and enables a greater
vessel selection from larger vessels in the world fleet. The
problem becomes even more prominent as the trend toward larger
and deeper draft vessels continues in the world fleet.

NAVIGATION PROBLEMS

Discussions with the pilots indicate that navigation on the
Big Bend channel is difficult in non-ideal conditions. Ideal
conditions are characterized by slack tide in daylight hours with
no wind. Under such conditions, the pilots take precautionary
measures to handle vessel maneuverability. Navigation is more
difficult when pilots must move a vessel under non-ideal
conditions.

Wind. The predominant external force in Hillsborough Bay is
the wind. The pilots will not transit the channel with an
integrated tug/barge when winds are greater than 18 knots. Winds
and cross currents acting on those vessels will cause it to crab
or skew in the channel (see figure 6). A vessel that moves at a
slight angle to the centerline of the channel uses more channel
width. A vessel length of 750 feet requires an angle less than
10 degrees in the existing bottom width of 200 feet. An angle
equal to or greater than that between the centerline of the
channel and the ship in the center of the channel would be
sufficient to put that vessel beyond the channel boundaries.
Crabbing in the Big Bend Channel is a common occurrence due to
the fregquent high winds on Hillsborough and Tampa Bays.

Speed. Under the current situation at Big Bend, vessel
movements are one-way. Normal currents vary from 1 to 2 knots.
The passage is normally at a slow speed for approaching or
leaving the terminals. Slower speeds cause a smaller force to
act on the rudder and less response to rudder changes. The
result is more difficulty in maneuvering to keep the vessel
aligned in the channel. Safe passage with no cross currents to
impact vessel movement requires the vessel to remain in the
center of the channel to minimized bank suction that can cause
maneuvering problems.
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Bottom Width. Vessels that currently frequent the harbor
have beams that range from 85 feet for barges to 106 feet for
large bulk carriers. The existing channel bottom width is only
200 feet. The margin of safety is less than 50 feet on each side
of larger ships with wide beams. The ratio of bottom width to
vessel beam is less than 2 to 1 for the larger ships. The pilots
prefer a 3 to 1 ratio for lesser risk when maneuvering
difficulties occur in the channel. The extra width enables more
response time to keep the vessel centered in the channel.

ECONOMIES OF SCALE

Inadequate channel depths and widths are resulting in ever-
increasing inefficiencies in the use of the facilities located at
Big Bend. Vessels currently utilizing Big Bend Channel are
capable of handling more tonnage. Channel depths restrict drafts
causing light-loaded conditions {vessels loaded to less than
their maximum draft). Such movements are less efficient and
result in higher shipping costs which can ultimately have an
impact on competition within certain markets and consumer costs.

NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Opportunities arise from the channel widening which will
minimize navigational difficulties associated with vessel
transits into and out of Big Bend. Further opportunities exist
in the form of advance maintenance since the channel is estimated
to have a moderately high annual sheoaling rate (80,000 CY per
vear) with more bottom area. Extra depth enables more shoal
capacity teo extend the time between maintenance cycles reducing
the number performed over a 50 year project life and the overail
costs.

Opportunities arise from increasing the efficiency of
commodity movements through Big Bend Channel. Increases in
efficiency would occur when vessels can carry more cargo per trip
to reduce transportation costs and port visits associated with
cargo movement. By increasing the amount of cargo per trip, the
number of trips per year required to move a given amount of
tonnage would decline resulting in less vessel traffic and lower
unit costs for cargo transport.
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PLANNING OBJECTIVES

The Federal objective in water and land resource planning is
to make a contribution toward National Economic Development (NED)
consistent with protecting the nation's environment. Specific
planning objectives in conducting the study were to determine:

¢ The nature and extent of the navigation problems at
Big Bend;

¢ The anticipated future navigation needs of the area;

¢ The resources that would be affected by the
navigation improvements; and

e Executive Order 11988 which requires Federal
agencies to recognize significant values of the 100-
year flood plain and to consider the public benefits
that would be realized from restoring and preserving
those areas.

ALTERNATIVE PLAN EVALUATIONS

The alternatives included structural and non-structural
plans. The structural alternatives involved various plans to
consider channel depths, widths and disposal options during the
formulation process. The non-structural plan is the most likely
future condition without improvement or the "no action plan". A
discussion of the various considered alternative plans is in
subsequent paragraphs. The analysis is on the future conditions
with those alternatives. The paragraphs provide the evaluation
results that reduce the number of alternatives in order to
identify the best plan for selection based planning objectives.

NO ACTION PLAN

Description. This plan provides nonstructural measures for
future management and use of existing port facilities and
navigation features in the study area. Maintenance of the
existing navigation channels continues and current vessel
criteria for entering and leaving the port would prevail with no
change. Since Big Bend Channel is not a Federal project and no
improvements would be constructed under this plan, maintenance of
the existing navigation features continues to be non-Federal.
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Discussion. The continuation of maintenance on the existing
private project does not address the users need to handle future
tonnage and vessel traffic in an efficient manner with minimum
risk. The ability to increase efficiency, handle increasing
tonnage demand, and reduce transportation costs is very limited
for commodity movements on the existing Big Bend project. The
plan does not meet the planning objectives set forth in this
report but is the most likely base condition without improvement.

BOTTOM WIDENING PLAN

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' Waterways Experiment
Station (WES) conducted a ship model simulation study on the Big
Bend navigation features. That study was a design effort mainly
to examine bottom alternatives such as width along the channel,
wideners at turns, and turning basin area. The model simulates
the forces, acting upon vessels as they transit the channels and
turns at Big Bend. The model results are in appendix C as a
Memorandum of Record with the subject "Final Findings on Big Bend
Channel Navigation Study, Tampa Bay, Florida", dated 20 June
1994, from WES. Ship pilots, licensed for movement of vessels in
the Big Bend area, assisted in simulating vessel movements on the
model for evaluation and design selection.

Test Vessels. To be representative of the future fleet, the
tests used two design vessels, an integrated tug and barge (ITB)
unit and a self-propelled bulk carrier. The ITB had an overall
length of 760 feet and a beam of 78 feet. The tug portion of the
unit was twin screw. The barge had a bow thruster with no tug
assistance. The ITB tests were with the barge at a light-loaded
draft of 12 feet and a loaded draft of 32 feet. The bulk carrier
had an overall length of 740 feet, beam of 105.75 feet, and a
draft of 38 to 39 feet. The bulk carrier was single screw and
used tug assistance for making turns in the turning basin and at
the junction with the Tampa Harbor main ship channel.

Bottom clearances on the bulk carriers will likely remain
the same as existing conditions resulting in some changes in
bottom forces acting on the hull. Shallow water on each side of
the channel causes the pilots to try and keep the vessels in the
center of the channel to aveid bank suction. As vessels become
wider, the bank clearances on either side of the vessel reduce if
the channel width remains the same. That situation means the
pilots have less channel area to correct for any unexpected
change in vessel direction and a greater susceptibility to bank
suction should the vessel deviate from the center area.
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Channel Conditions. Model testing involved the existing
channel bottom width, turn wideners, and turning basin except in
one area. The figures in appendix C did not accurately depict
the correct channel bottom limits on the Tampa Harbor main ship
channel at the west end of the Big Bend entrance channel. The
error is along the western edge of the main ship channel at the
junction of A and C Cuts. The figures show a gap between the
existing navigation channel markers and western edge of the
channel. That is incorrect. The expanded area in figure 7
£ills the gap and shows the correct location of the existing
channel bottom that follows the markers around the turn.

Modeling Conditions. Model testing identified problems with
maneuvering deeper loaded test vessels under existing channel
bottom conditions with deeper depths. The ship simulation tracks
in appendix C confirmed the areas that port pilot had difficulty
staying within existing and corrected bottom width conditions.
Model conditions also include design winds which were variable
from the north averaging 15 knots.

Problem Analysis. Problems normally occur vwhen water
current and/or wind forces influence vessel movement. The impact
of those forces is a serious problem in the entrance channel.
That is the reach where the pilots reduce the speed of an
incoming vessel in preparation for maneuvering and stopping in
the turning basin to enter a berth. On leaving the port, the
pilot is attempting to gain steerage and momentum in that reach.

When the pilot reduces speed, the vessel's propeller turns
at slower revolutions per minute (RPM). The reduced RPMs
decrease the water force on the surface of the rudder which
reduces directional control of the vessel. That slowing process
enables other forces (currents and winds) to become a greater
influence on vessel movement. Attempts at maneuvering to
overcome these forces are difficult at slower speeds.

Loaded vessels have more momentum and experience more
difficulty in maneuvering than unloaded ones. This is due to the
larger hull area under water for current forces to influence.
Once underwater forces influence the vessel direction, it is very
difficult to correct without increasing vessel speed to put more
force on the rudder. The smaller the distance between the vessel
hull and channel bottom results in greater resistance (bottom
suction) to movement. The loaded vessels at Big Bend tend to
have little bottom clearance which also causes slower responses
in maneuvering.
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Wind forces have more influence on the unloaded vessels
which have more surface area above water. Those vessels normally
do not have any problems with bottom suction in their light )
loaded conditions. With less momentum, the vessels are more
easily maneuvered for adjusting to directional shifts. The
pilots need to be alert to sudden wind forces and be able to
correct before going aground. Again, pilots require the extra
channel width to maintain a correct vessel angle to avoid being
forced out of the channel by a strong sustained wind.

Test Results. Testing of both design vessels shows the
pilots have difficulty in specific areas under certain
conditions. Maneuvering problems occurred mainly in the entrance
channel and turn on eastern end of that channel. Although the
turns between the Big Bend entrance channel and € Cut in the main
Tampa Harbor ship channel appeared to be a problem from the
figures in appendix C, the adjustment to correct the existing
bottom on the main ship channel eliminated most of that problem.

The existing bottom width on the inner channel was no problem
and is to remain the same.

Entrance Channel Width. The larger, loaded vessel
movements under existing conditions have insufficient channel
width for pilots to keep them in the channel. Model testing to
correct that deficiency considered widening the existing bottom
width. Considering the tracks of the vessels, a minimum increase
of 50 feet was necessary in the model tests. Provision of that
increase is possible in two ways. Plan A added 25 feet both
north and south of the existing width. Plan B added 50 feet all
to the north. Model results indicated both were safe design
conditions but Plan B was more effective and is the WES
recommended bottom plan shown in figure 7.

Entrance Channel End Turns. Testing results in appendix
C showed vessel tracks in relation to the channel bottom
boundaries at each end of the entrance channel. The tracks
indicate the pilots are able to keep the vessels within the
channel markers except in certain areas. Only those areas that
appeared to have sufficient justification and reasonably
minimized risk remained in the plan as discussed below.

» East End. The turning basin is on the east end of
the entrance channel. The pilots stayed within the existing
channel markers except in the turn between the entrance channel
and inner channel. The most problem was with the outbound
integrated tug and barge (ITB} unit as shown in figures 3-16 in
appendix C. The expansion of the widener in figure 8 added the
width to enable safer maneuverability as part of Plan B. Figures
17-22 in appendix C show the ship tracks under the widened
condition on the east end.
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* West End. The pilots turn the vessels between A
and C Cuts on the main Tampa Harbor channel and the Big Bend
entrance channel as shown in figures 23-37 in appendix C. The
results of the tests are as follows:

- A Cut. The pilots had no problems maneuvering
the vessels within the existing bottom area between A Cut and the
entrance channel. No changes are required for the turn.

~ € Cut. Modification of the existing widener is
not necessary on the west side of the Tampa Harbor channel. The
pilots made the turns successfully and within existing navigation
markers between C Cut and the entrance channel except in one
circumstance. That occurrence was in turning an inbound, loaded,
bulk carrier into the Big Bend channel from € Cut. The pilots
slowed to around one knot and used tugs to stay within the
channel. As the likelihood of that movement is rare based on
past and prospective usage, benefits from any savings would be
small. Shallow water in that area is likely to reguire an
extensive amount of dredging and cost to widen.. The small amount
of usage does not provide sufficient justification for
improvement. Widening in that area is not recommended.

Turning Basin. An expansion of the turning basin to the
east beyond the existing markers could be a problem. Port
Redwing does not have a bulkhead and water depths adjacent to the
shoreline are shallow. Dredging close to the shoreline in that
area could result in excessive dredging as side slopes cause loss
of land. Depths are already shallow around the northeast marker
in the basin. The recommendation is not to expand the basin any
farther eastward than the existing marker to the southeast at the
entrance to the phosphate terminal as shown in figure 8.

PLAN B - DEEPENING ALTERNATIVES

Figures 7 and 8 show Plan B (existing and expanded bottom
area configurations). The areas under consideration for deeper
depths are the entrance channel, turning basin, inner channel,
east channel, and berthing areas. Depth selection is an economic
determination based on the justification for deepening those
bottom areas.

An economic analysis compares average annual equivalent (AAEQ)
benefits with ABREQ costs for construction and maintenance of
Federal and associated projects. That comparison enables a
determination as to which depth provides the maximum excess
benefits over costs. That depth identifies the National Ecconomic
Development Plan. A detailed evaluation of the benefits is in
appendix B. Table 3 provides a summary of benefits from that
appendix for the various depths under consideration.
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Benefits come from transportation savings associated with
the future vessel fleet using deeper drafts on considered channel
depths for access to Big Bend terminals. The benefit evaluation
for transportation savings involved the movement of coal to the
Big Bend power plant and the movement of phosphate rock and
chemicals from terminal facilities near the turning basin.

The coal and phosphate movements all use the entrance
channel and turning basin. The inner channel connects the
electric power plant coal terminal to the turning basin.” The
only movement on that channel is coal. The east channel extends
east from the turning basin between Port Redwing and the
phosphate terminal berths. Deepening of the east and inner
channels is a separable element which considers only the
respective bulk movements using them. The analysis of vessel
loadings associated with prospective fleets at different channel
depths provides the basis for the incremental analysis.

DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION

Appendix F is a dredged material management plan for the Big
Bend proposed project. The objective of that plan is to
determine the most cost efficient method of disposal for initial
construction and future maintenance over the first 20 years or
more on the project. The least cost disposal alternative becomes
a part of the National Economic Development (NED) plan. That
plan must be consistent with environmental guidelines and
regulations for implementation.

Disposal area evaluations in that appendix considered:

Disposal island 3D,

Upland areas on the mainland,

Offshore site for Tampa Harbor,

Beach placement, and

Beneficial use areas for dredged material from
construction and maintenance of Plan 1.

The subsequent discussion provides a brief summary of the
findings in that appendix.

Offshore Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS). The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) selection process, ongoing
for several years, is now complete. EPA has designated a site
about 7.6 miles southwest of the entrance marker on the Tampa
Harbor Federal Channel. Figure F-1 in appendix F shows the
location of the ODMDS.
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The Federal emphasis in dredging is to minimize cost
consistent with environmental considerations. Estimated
excavation and transport of the material for the most efficient
cost uses a clamshell for dredging and barges for hauling to the
ODMDS. Compared to upland disposal possibilities in the Big Bend
area, the ODMDS cost is nearly twice that of upland disposal.
That site is too far from the proposed project for economical
use.

Beach Nourishment. The material dredged during construction
and maintenance is expected to have a high percentage of fines.
Such a percentage makes the material unsuitable for placement
directly on a beach. Separation of fines is not a cost efficient
process to enable suitable material for beach placement.

Disposal on Islands South of Big Bend Channel. Past
dredging operations created two islands with two shallow
water areas between them. Those areas are parallel with and
south of the Big Bend Channel. The two areas are about 3 feet
below mean low water (mlw). Environmental agencies strongly
oppose any further disposal of material in that area due to the
nearby presence of submerged aguatic vegetation and shallow water
habitat. Based on the potential adverse environmental impact,
that disposal option is no longer a consideration.

Upland Disposal. An analysis of upland alternatives
involved over 30 old and new sites in the Big Bend and Alafia
River area. About 10 of those sites had significant adverse
environmental impacts associated with development resulting in
their elimination. Historically, several existing upland areas
have been in use within the study area. The two existing sites,
one at Alafia River and the other at Big Bend, are for private
use with limited capacity. Continued use of the areas is part of
the analysis on available capacity for future disposal of
material. The remaining sites underwent a cost analysis to
determine the least cost alternative. The estimated cost on each
of those sites was more than the cost to use disposal island 3D.
No further consideration was given to use of those sites.

Disposal Island 3D. The Tampa Port Authority (TPA), as the
sponsor of the proposed project, wants to use the island for
disposal. Suitable material on the island is not sufficient to
increase the dike height 20 feet. Big Bend new work dredging is
a source of suitable material for that dike construction on 3D.
Placement of initial construction material into that disposal
island is the most cost efficient means of getting suitable
material for raising the existing dikes.
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Beneficial Use Sites. The beneficial use of dredged
material involves the placement of material in a manner that
cculd enhance the environmental quality of the area. Beneficial
uses for dredged material were considered during the formulation
of a disposal plan.

The Fish and Wildlife Service suggested two beneficial uses
of the dredged material to enhance the environment. A discussion
of the potential plans for beneficial use of dredged material is
in appendix ¥. One is to use the material on Sunken Island shown
on figure 9. About 545,000 cubic yards of suitable construction
material is necessary to implement that plan. The second is to
fill holes in the Whiskey Stump Key area shown on figure 9. An
estimate of the material needed is about 950,000 cubic yards.

The fine material is likely to be in non-uniform layers and
pockets throughout the dredging. Dredging mixes the good course
material with the fines. The mixture is a problem because it
will probably contain an estimated 40-50 percent fines. That
high a percentage is a water guality problem for direct placement
into a proposed beneficial use area. The mixture can cause high
levels of turbidity that is undesirable in the beneficial use
areas without adequate containment for control and separation.

The estimate of material, suitable for enlargement of Sunken
Island, does not appear to be of sufficient quantity at this time
to repair years of erosion. Filling the borrow holes at Whiskey
Stump Key requires an estimated 950,000 cubic¢ yards of material.

The current estimates of suitable material appears less than
sufficient to fill the holes. A possible sclution is to use the
fines in disposal island 3D as a substitute for suitable
material. The process would involve placing the fines in the
holes first then using the suitable material to form a cap over
the fines. The amount of suitable material would need to be
encugh for a minimum thickness of I~foot. The amount of material
for that thickness would require about 80,000 cubic yards. A
deeper cap of 3 to 6 feet may be possible if the current
estimates of suitable construction material are accurate.

The estimated construction cost for filling the holes
involves the movement of about 600,000 CY of fines and 350,000 CY
of suitable material from disposal island 3D to Whiskey Stump
Key. The added cost for that work, as part of the Big Bend
dredging project, is estimated at $6.7 million. To do the work as
a separate construction project after the Big Bend dredging has
an estimated cost of about $5.2 million. Development of more
detailed plans and costs is difficult until after disposal and
separation occurs on disposal island 3D. A more accurate
estimate will be possible at that time based on actual
measurements.
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The preliminary findings indicate the high percentage of
fines in the dredged material is not desirable for a beneficial
use plan. Such plans, using direct placement of that material
into sites, have a high cost. Placing the material directly in
disposal island 3D is more cost efficient. A beneficial use plan
may be a consideration in the future using available material in
disposal island 3D under another authority to benefit the
environment.

Conclusion. The most cost efficient plan for disposal is to
place the material into disposal island 3D. The estimated high
amount of fine material to be dredged is a costly problem for
placement in any other area that has no room for containment.

The Tampa Harbor project needs the disposal area capacity for
maintenance dredging. The material from the Big Bend dredging is
necessary for dike construction to obtain a maximum elevation of
40 feet above mean low water. Based on the estimate of fines and
an analysis of excavation quantities at different channel depths,
not all deepening and widening plans provide sufficient suitable
material for dike construction to the maximum elevation.

The Tampa Port Authority desires the first priority for use
of the suitable material to be for dike construction. If dredging
produces less fines than now estimated from the excavation, more
suitable material would be available for use. The amount of
material from the deepening and widening is also a factor in the
determination of suitable material. Considering those variables,
the first step is to assess the availability -of suitable material
for dike construction to an elevation of 40 feet above mean low
water.

To determine the amount of suitable material to be derived
from the dredging, a separation must occur first in a suitable
area. A natural process occurs with hydraulic dredging and
placement that causes most of the fine material to flow away from
the discharge pipe and settle in the most distant area from that
point. The suitable material settles with some of the fines
nearest the discharge point. Once that natural process is
complete, a determination is possible as to the quantity of
suitable material for all desired uses. If sufficient suitable
material is available, consideration may be possible for both
dike construction and future beneficial uses.

DISPOSAL ISLAND 3D DIKING

The available capacity in disposal island 3D with the
existing dikes is about 1,362,000 cubic yards (CY)in 1994. An
increase in the dike elevation is possible with existing material
in the southern end of that island. The amount of suitable
construction material is an estimated 1,700,000 CY. That amount
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is sufficient for construction of a dike to an elevation of about
32 feet above mean low water. The amount of material for
excavation at various channel depths and the corresponding dike
requirement for that material on disposal island 3D are in table
4.

MAINTENANCE COST EVALUATION

Maintenance on the existing channel, turning basin, and
berthing areas involves the removal of shoal material and work on
navigation aids to keep them operating. The U.S. Coast Guard
estimates the maintenance of navigation aids on the bottom
configuration from model testing at $3,000 a year. Estimates of
shoaling come from historical records of such work performed at
local expense.

TABLE 4

ESTIMATED EXCAVATION AND DIKE QUANTITIES

DEPTH 1,000 CUBIC
(reen YARDS DIKE

2/ 3/ 4 5L &
37 1,746 1100 23 137
38 1,949 1230 24 220 2360
39 2273 1430 24 220 2360
40 2,561 1610 25 322 2,800
4 2857 1,800 26 443 3,260
. 3161 1990 26 443 3,260
3 3.477 2190 27 582 3,700
44 3,809 240 28 740 4,150
45 4164 2620 29 916 4,580

1/ Required depth of dredging or contract depth.

2/ Gross dredging excavation quantity with the required depth plus an allowable of 1 foot.

3/ silt estimated at 45 percent of dredged material. About 37 percent estimated to settle as
fines. Amount of suitable material for dike construction estimated at about 63 percent of
the dredged amount.

4/ Dike elevation in feet.

5/ Quantity of material needed to increase dike height over 20 feet in 1,000 cubic yards.

6/ Capacity in 1,000 cubic yards added with only the increase in dike height above 20 feet.
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The average annual shoaling from past records is an
estimated 60,000 cubic yards on the existing navigation
conditions. Based on that information, an expansion in the
bottom area with widening increases the potential shoaling
area. That guantity spread over the existing bottom area
provides a depth of about 0.44 feet of uniform shoaling.

The considered plans will increase the bottom from 3,645,000
to 4,943,000 square feet. That increase in bottom area raises
the annual shoaling to about 80,000 cubic yards. That higher
value became the basis for future shoaling with improvement. The
different depth considerations are not likely to have a
significant influence on the amount of shoaling.

The cost analysis is for the removal of about 240,000 cubic
yards of accumulated sediment every 3 years. The estimated cost
for that removal includes mobilization and demobilization of
equipment along with turbidity monitoring. Past records on
maintenance of Tampa Harbor indicate the costs of shoal removal
are expensive and routinely done in one area at a time. The
reasons are budget and environmental windows limiting dredging
and disposal operations. Combining maintenance in two areas
requires a significant budget and requires a larger environmental
window than available for one dredge to complete the work.

Maintenance dredging every 3 years is likely to involve
mobilization and demobilization ¢f equipment for a majority of
the work during a 50 year period., The combination of maintenance
work at Big Bend is at best 2 possibility once every third cycle.
The estimated cost of maintenance every 3 years with equipment
mobilization, dredging 240,000 cubic yard, turbidity monitoring,
and manatee monitoring is about $2,048,000. The removal of
equipment mobilization reduces the cost down to $1,033,000 for
removal of 240,000 cubic yards. The price level is April 1996.

The estimated present worth value of each maintenance event
every 3 years over a project life of 50 years is $7,016,700 with
no equipment mobilization every third cycle. Interest and
amortization of that total present worth value at an interest
rate of 7.625 percent over the project life produces an average
annual eguivalent (ARAEQ) cost of $549,000 for shoal removal.

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

An environmental assessment of the dredging area indicates
no significant impact on the quality of the human environment
from the considered widening and deepening plans. The terminal
owners in the area provided the existing manmade navigation
features for deep draft vessel movements. They maintain those
features for current vessel traffic.
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Manatees. They are a threatened and endangered species that
do appear in the area during certain seasons. A warm water
outfall from the electrical generating plant attracts the
manatees in winter months. They tend to congregate in that area
which has barriers to separate it from the existing navigation
features. Manatees have no easy or direct access from the warm
water outfall area to the navigation channels. They normally do
not frequent the navigation features as no seagrasses exist in
that area for food. No problem with manatees has occurred in
previous dredging events. Any dredging contract will include:

¢ Standard Federal and State manatee protection
conditions;

e Provision for a trained biologist, approved by the Fish
and Wildlife Service and/or Florida Department of Environmental
Protection, to be aboard the dredge;

e No dredging at night during the winter manatee window
with the use of a clamshell dredge to do the excavation; and

» Placement of propeller guards on the auxiliary vessels
moving supplies and personnel between the dredge and shore.

Birds. There will be no impact to migratory birds if
construction takes place between 1 September and 31 January.

Cultural Concerns. The dredging poses no threat to known
sites of cultural or historical significance.

TERMINAL FACILITY EVALUATION

Deepening of the channels and turning basin at Big Bend will
enable the use of deeper loaded vessels. To handle those
vessels, changes are necessary in the berths and terminal
facilities. Those changes are non-Federal costs and are
identified as associated alternatives with the deepening project.

Items that go under that classification include berth deepening,
bulkhead modifications, and landside equipment and terminal
changes as a result of the improvements.

Phosphate Terminal. To handle deeper loaded vessels at that
terminal, the berthing area needs deepening with all channel
depth considerations. The bulkhead, adjacent to the berth, is at
a design depth that will enable berth deepening to match the
channel depths under consideration without modification.

Landside equipment and terminals are adequate to handle the
prospective ships and cargo with deepening alternatives.

Coal Terminal. The coal terminal will require more
extensive modifications. The berthing area needs deepening with
all channel depth alternatives. The bulkhead adjacent to the



berthing area requires modification to enable deeper berth depths
of 36 feet or more. To handle the self-propelled coal carriers
in the benefit analysis, the terminal operator indicates the
Jadder loader needs to be replaced with a new bucket loader. The
existing ladder loader was about 25 years old in 1996. The life
expectancy is about 30 years. Replacement of the ladder loader
is likely to occur under existing conditions in 2001.

FIRST COST ANALYSIS

To complete an economic evaluation for selection of a
project depth, an analysis of first costs is necessary for
channel deepening and material disposal along with the associated
non-Federal costs necessary to obtain the benefits. Associated
costs for the considered depths at Big Bend are necessary changes
to existing berths and terminal facilities to accrue benefits
from deeper loading of vessels. The depths under consideration
apply to the bottom configuration in figure 7 and include
berthing areas for the deeper draft ships. Quantity estimates on
the amounts for excavation are from a 1994 hydrographic survey
after maintenance work on the existing navigation features.

Deepening Plan. Each plan involves dredging to a certain
depth and placing that material into disposal island 3D.
Appendix A provides the engineering aspects considered for
dredging and placing material into that island. Appendix F has
the engineering aspects of raising the dikes in disposal island
3D for placement of the dredged material. The estimated cost
includes the following on all depth considerations:

Mobilization and demobilization of equipment,

Dredging and disposal of material from navigation
features and berthing areas,

Dike construction,

Navigation aids,

Turbidity and manatee monitoring,

Preconstruction engineering and design work, and

Construction management.

Table 5 is an estimate of total first costs at April 1996
price levels for constructing different depths on the channels,
turning basin, and berthing areas. The costs include one foot
allowable overdepth for dredging inaccuracies. The U.S. Coast
Guard provided estimates for placing and maintaining navigation
aids. The costs of constructing navigation aids is the same for
all depths. - That cost includes new inbound and outbound ranges
as well as new channel markers.
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Associated Costs. The berth and terminal changes necessary
for the realization of the benefits are the associated cost items
for the various depth considerations. Those costs include
dredging of the berthing areas, bulkhead work to enable deeper
berth depths, and a replacement crane to unload coal from self-
propelled ships. Information for the analysis of the bulkhead
and crane replacement came from sources in the study area.

Berthing area and considered project dredging costs are
together in that table under the heading of deepening plans. The
estimated costs for modifying the ceal terminal bulkhead is under
the associated cost column heading in table 5 for each depth.

The replacement crane for unloading coal from self-propelled bulk
carriers was a consideration but a cost analysis indicated the
bucket crane was the least cost alternative. That analysis took
into account the initial and annual cost on both cranes as well
as the remaining life and life expectancy of each one at a market
interest rate of 9.75 percent. Unloading rates are not
significantly different.

The existing ladder crane is about 25 years old with an
estimated life of about 30 years. Replacement of that crane is
likely to occur about the year 2001 without the considered
navigation improvements. A similar crane has an estimated
replacement cost of about $10-12 million. The approximate
salvage value on the existing crane is about $595,000. The net
cost is about $10,4 million ($11 million minus $595,000 salvage
value). The present worth value of that amount from the years
2001 and 2031 to the year 1999 is about $9.16 million at an
interest rate of 9.75 percent.

A replacement bucket crane has an estimated value of $5.2
million and a salvage value of $220,000. Using the salvage value
of the ladder crane in 1999, the net replacement cost is $4.6
million in that year. The life of the bucket crane is about 27
years. The estimated replacement cost in 2026 is about $4.98
million. The total present worth value in 1999 for the initial
and replacement bucket crane in the future is $5.01 million at
9.75 percent.

Maintenance of the two cranes involves routine and major

overhaul cost over the projected life. The amounts for each are
as follows:
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Amounts_by Crane
Item Ladder Bucket

Routine annual

maintenance ------ $ 80,500 $300,000
Major overhaul:

Frequency (years)- 7 8

Cost per event --- $952,000 $450,000
Average annual

equivalent cost -- $172,000 $313,000

The average annual equivalent value of the first cost for the
cranes needs to be added to the maintenance cost. Interest and
amortization of the total present worth value for a bucket crane
($5.01 million) and ladder crane ($9.16 million) over 50 years at
an interest rate of 9.75 percent is an average annual equivalent
(BAEQ) value of $493,000 and $902, 000, respectively. The
combined AAEQ values for maintenance and first cost of the ladder
($1,074,000) and bucket ($806,000) cranes indicate the ladder
crane has a higher AAREQ cost than the bucket by $268,000. A new
bucket crane adds no additional cost over the without project
condition with a ladder loader.

INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION

Interest During Construction (IDC) is on the total first
cost of channel deepening with the associated costs. Calculation
of IDC has several different conventions. The convention, used
to calculate the IDC, involved payment at the beginning of every
month with the interest (7.625 percent annually) applied at the
middle of the month. Construction of the considered channel
deepening plans is to be in one contract. Construction of
associated items is concurrent with the channel. Interest starts
to accrue during Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) and
stops at the beginning of the base period for project life.

Period zero of the economic life is January 1999 since
construction is scheduled for completion in March 1999 with the
first full year of the project being the year 2000. PED will
start near the end of Fiscal Year 1997 (September 1997).

Appendix E provides an example of the detailed breakdown of those
costs with respect to time. The distribution of those costs
provide the basis for determining the IDC costs for
implementation of each depth plan as summarized in table 5.
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AVERAGE ANNUAL EQUIVALENT (AAEQ) COST

The total ABREQ cost on each depth plan consists of several
components. The first component is the interest and amortization
value of the total economic first cost on each deepening plan in
table 5. The estimated maintenance of the channel and navigation
aids is the second component. The third component being the
added maintenance on the associated cost items. The total AAEQ
costs is in table 6 for each depth under consideration.

TABLES
ESTIMATED TOTAL FIRST COSTS
OF VARIOUS DEPTH PLANS
Depths in Amounts in $1,000
feet
Deepening Associated 1DC Totat
Plan Cost 2/ Economic
1/ Costs
37 5217 1,333 17 6.567
38 - 5733 1.467 134 7,219
39 6,270 1,600 20 7.890
40 7.217 1733 2 8974
41 7.789 1.867 42 9,698
42 8.22¢ 2,000 44 10,273
43 9.215 2,133 50 11,398
44 10.264 2,266 79 12,602
45 11382 2,400 88 13,870

1/ Bulkhicad cost range from $1.2 million at a depth of 36 feet 10 $2.4 million at a depth of 45 feet.
2/ Interest during construction (IDC)
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TABLE 6

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF BENEFITS AND COSTS

BY DEPTH
ITEM . " Average Annual Equivalent Amounts ($1,000) by Depth
37 35 40 41 42 43
Benefits 1846 2948 3406 3729 3810 3880
Costs - Economic 1/ 514 617 02 759 804 892
Maintenance 2! ssp| oss2f sl sl sl
Total Costs 1066 1169 1254 1311 1356 1444
Net Benefits 780 1779 2152 2418 2454 2436
Benefit-to-cost 1.7 .5 2.7 2.8 .8 2.7
ratio tol ol w1 to 1 ol tol
1/ This is the channels (entrance, zast and inner), turning basin, berths, and bulkhead modification totat
i first costs ized over a fife of 50 years at an interest rate of 7.625 percent.

2/ Maintenance of the channet is $549,000 and navigarion aids $3.000.

Total .Economic First Cost. The average annual equivalent
cost is over a specific period of time. That period on the
deepening plans is a project life of 50 years with proper
maintenance. The associated cost have an estimated life over
that same pericd except for the replacement crane. The crane has
an expected life of 27 years. The AREQ values come from
determining the interest and amortization values of the total
econcmic first cost over the expected life of that placement with
proper maintenance. The interest rate for determining the AAEQ
values is 7.625 percent. The estimated values are in table 6.

Channel and Navigation Aids. The estimated cost for
maintenance of the channel, turning basin, and navigation aids
remains the same for each depth plan. The AAEQ cost for channel
maintenance at each depth is an estimated $549,000. Maintenance
of the navigation aids is an estimated $3,000 a year.

Associated Cost Items. The analysis of maintenance
considered the berthing areas and bulkhead. The deeper berthing
_areas have no significantly increased area for accumulation of
material. No additional maintenance is estimated for the berths.
The modified bulkhead should not cause a significantly higher
maintenance nor should there be any additional maintenance on the
existing bulkheads.
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DEPTH ANALYSIS

The analysis in table 6 is for the turning basin and
connecting entrance, inner, and east channels. Amounts in that
table are average annual equivalent (BAEQ) values for both costs
and benefits over an economic project life of 50 years. The
interest rate is 7.625 percent. The total present worth amount
then converts to an BAEQ value using interest and amortization of
that amount over the expected economic life of the deepening plan
or associated item. The depth that maximizes excess AAEQ values
of benefits over costs becomes the National Economic Development
(NED) plan. The NED plan from table 6 is the selected depth.

Economic analysis of deeper draft ship movements provides a
basis for comparing estimated benefits and costs. The estimated
benefits are from transportation savings at each increment of
depth in table 3. The costs are in table 6 and include
annualized values for the economic first cost and maintenance.
The comparison between annualized costs and benefits in table 6
is for the full length of the channels (entrance, east, and
inner) and turning basin. A second analysis in table 7 and 8 is
for the inner and east channels as separate increments.

All Channels and Turning Basin Combined. Table 6 provides
the comparison of AAEQ values of costs and benefits at several
depths for all channels and turning basin under consideration.
Where benefits optimize over cost is the NED plan or the one that
reasonably maximizes the net AAEQ value for benefits in excess of
costs. As shown in that table, the net AAEQ benefits maximize at
a considered project depth of 42 feet. Both coal and phosphate
movements receive benefits with a depth of 42 feet.

Inner Channel Increment. The inner channel extends south
from the turning basin shown in figures 7 and 8. Table 7
provides a summary of the average annual equivalent (AAEQ) values
for benefits and costs for each depth increment along the inner
channel segment. A sample of the initial cost for at a depth of
41 feet in that table and the AAEQ value is as follows:

Deepening the channel segment -----=-- $ 397,000
Berthing area dredging 202,000
Dikes and weirs - 169,000
Environmental monitoring -------—-———-~ 3,000

Subtotal ——-——--e—mmm $ 771,000
Design and costs ----——————eooo_ 62,000
Construction management -~-—-———mcwo-- 77,000

Subtotal ---=---—-—m e $ 910,000
Terminal bulkhead modifications --~---- 1,866,000

Total first costs -——-—-—-eo—oemmmno $2,776,000

Average annual equivalent (AAEQ) value $ 217,000
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Table 7 has estimated AAEQ values of about $71,000 for dredge and
disposal work as well as about $78,000 for maintenance of a
project depth of 41 feet.

TABLE 7
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF BENEFITS AND COSTS
INNER CHANNEL
INNER CHANNEL INCREMENTAL ANALYSIS
| Average annual Equivalent Amounts
ITEMS ($1,000) by Depth in Feet
37 39 40 41 42 43

Benefits 542 1438 1870 2179 2254 2324
Costs - Dredging 1/ 116 125 137 149 155 169
- Bulkhead 104 125 136 146 156 167
Total costs 220 250 273 295 311 336

Net Benefits 322 1188 1597 1884 1943 1988
Benefit-to-cost 1.7 58 6.8 7.4 72 6.9
ratio to1 tol tol to1l tol tol
1/ Dredging includ i i d to be an AAEQ value of about $78,000 at each depth.

The benefits from coal movements apply only to the inner
channel. The coal benefits on that channel range from about 39
to 60 percent of total benefits at considered project depths of
37 to 43 feet, respectively. The incremental analysis in table 7
shows maximum net benefits over cost is at a depth of 43 feet.
The incremental change in benefits and net benefits between 40
and 41 feet is significant (5 percent or greater) but between 41
and 42 as well as 42 to 43 they are not. Depths deeper than 41
feet do not show a significant incremental change in benefits or
net benefits between depths. The selected depth for the inner
channel is 41 feet which is the selected depth plan from table 6
for all the channels and turning basin.

East Channel Increment. The channel is east of the turning
basin as shown in figures 7 and 8. Table 8 provides a summary of
the average annual equivalent (AAEQ) values for benefits and
costs at considered depth increments along that channel segment.

The incremental analysis in table 8 indicates the benefits
are large in comparison with costs. The benefit-to-cost ratios
for that channel are high. Comparison of costs with benefits is
feasible. The table indicates the maximization of benefits over
costs occurs at a depth of 42 feet. The incremental change in
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benefits and net benefits between depths is significant if it is
5 percent or greater. Depths deeper than 39 feet do not show a
significant incremental change in benefits or net benefits
between depths. The costs for the various depth increments up to
43 feet are small. The benefits are from the phosphate rock and
chemicals that move only on that channel.

TABLE 8
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF BENEFITS AND COSTS
EAST CHANNEL
EAST CHANNEL INCREMENTAL ANALYSIS
Average Annual Equivalent Amounts
ITEMS ($1,000) by Depth in Feet
37 38 ) 39 40| 4 42 43
Benefits 1304 | 1439 | 1509 1535 | 1550 | 1556 1556
Costs 1/ 132 132 136 141 151 156 169
Net Benefits 1172 | 1307 | 1373 1394 ¢ 1399 | 1400 1387
Benefit-to-cost 99| 109] 11.1 10.9 10.3 10.0 9.2
ratio ol tol]| tol tol to 1 to! tol
1/ Dredging includ i i d to be an AAEQ value of about $67,000 at each depth.

The costs in table 8 include the initial costs for dredging
and disposal of material as well as maintenance. The initial cost
at a project depth of 41 feet is as follows to illustrate the
initial costs which provides the basis for the AAEQ values in
that table:

Deepening the channel segment $ 481,000
Berthing area dredging ---—-———u-v 240,000
Dikes and weirs —---—-—-——-—----meeo 186,000
Environmental monitoring --=-~-ww—m—w- 4,000

Subtotal -=-——--——m—mm e $ 911,000
Design and costs ---------—-——-——-——-—- 73,000
Construction management ---------—---—- 91,000

Total first costs —-—-———————--cme—eee $1,075,000

Table 8 includes the AAEQ value of 584,000 for the estimated
initial costs at a project depth of 41 feet as well as about
$67,000 for maintenance of that project depth.
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Disproportionate Incremental Investment.  EP 1165-2-1 (15

Feb 96) 12-6c, states the following in regard to the principle of
progressive development: “The Federal interest is satisfied and
the regular cost sharing requirements apply where the improvement
serves/benefits two or more properties having different owners or
one publicly-owned property at the outset or if new
properties/owners would be served immediately after project
completion. A principle of progressive development also applies.

Progressive development includes nominal incremental extension
“end of the line” situations where part of the improvement is a
last project increment serving the last non-public property or
property owner. The last property/property owner served may be
“at the end” in terms of length, depth, or width, necessitating
some project investment in that service alone. This is treated
as a multiple~owner situation unless disproportionate incremental
investment is required.”

Disproportionate can be in the form of benefits and/or
costs. The channel was incrementally justified so the additional
costs for construction are less than the benefits from
construction. The benefit to cost ratio is 7.4 for the inner
channel and 10.3 for the east channel. The entire project
involves construction of approximately 17,200 feet of channel.
The increments in question amount to approximately 5,600 feet
which is 33 percent of the channel length for 17.5 percent of the
cost. The channels pass both tests.

Accuracy of costs and benefit calculations should also be
considered. The project cost estimate has a 20 percent
contingency factor.. The benefit calculations are based upon
projections over a fifty year life. The 17.5 percent portion of
this project is well within the tolerances of accuracy for both
cost and benefit calculations. Further, when assessed separably,
the percentage values for each segment (8.0 and 9.5) are also
within the realm or margin for analytical error regarding
economic analyses (estimation of base vessel operating costs by
IWR, aggregation of inputs for terminal and vessel operating
parameters, and forecasts of future maritime activities pertinent
to project studies). In addition, when assessed in combination
or as separable elements, estimated benefits as assessed in the
report exceed marginal costs by a considerable margin, which is
consistent with overall findings for project studies and economic
justification. Finally, the percentage shares when assessed
separably are reasonable equivalent given consideration of total
costs, and the placement of both features represents equitable
treatment to both users of the waterway.
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Risk and Uncertainty Associated With Critical Assumptions

Current requirements mandate examination of potential risk
and uncertainty (R&U) associated with estimates and assumptions
which are critical to project justification and\or plan
formulation. R&U was assessed through basic sensitivity analyses
and discussion of certain -variables or influences viewed as
critical to project justification. Project justification is based
upon a limited number of port users, notably the Tampa Electric
Company (TECO) and IMC\Agrico, Incorporated.

Respective to TECO and movements of coal, review of project
benefits reveals that the majority of benefits are based upon
expected transportation efficiencies for waterborne transport of
domestic and foreign coal for Big Bend Station. For depths
greater than 40 feet mlw, efficiencies for coal transport range
from 35 to 60 percent of total benefits. Related efficiencies are
largely attributable to self-propelled bulk carriers for handling
coal from Indcnesia via the Panama Canal or from nations such as
Colombia and Venezuela on the northern coast of South America.

Exclusive use of domestic coal would preclude the ability to
reduce emissions without significant plant retrofit. Exclusive
use of low-sulphur coal would restrict fuel to low or possibly
insufficient Btu rating for economical plant operation. The cost
per Btu of fuel from low-sulphur coal has been equal or less than
the average cost of domestic coal which is higher in sulphur and
ash content. The coal sources are a consideration of operating
costs relative to power generation subject to constraints imposed
for air quality. Air quality is improved through the use of
scrubber systems, efficiency measures in the boilers or combustion
units, the use of cleaner-burning fuels (low sulphur coal), or
some combination thereof. Air quality requlations place limits on
sulphur content, ash content, energy generated unit of fuel, total
“operating cost per unit of energy, and technology of the
generating facility. Relative sulphur content tends to be the
most directly related to efforts to improve air quality when using
coal. Relative sulphur content reductions result in lessening of
sulphur dioxide (S0;) emissions per unit of power. The SO,
emissions are a primary component of present and evolving air
quality regulations at State and Federal levels. The alternative
to significant use of low-sulphur coal includes coal blends with
higher. sulphur content in combination with scrubber.

The Tampa Electric Company (TECO) is in the process of
deciding on whether to employ additional scrubbers at Big Bend
Stagion. Available information indicates the construction of such
measures would cost $70 to $80 million dollars or more for initial
constructicn and approximately $1.5 millicn or more for
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maintenance and operation. Basic analysis of available
information indicates channel improvements and importation of
foreign-source coal on self-propelled carriers should be
economically viable for the foreseeable future. The production of
coal from foreign sources is expected to remain stable in
availability and price as new sources such as China, South
America, Australia, and Indonesia further develop the
infrastructure needed to efficiently extract and transport known
reserves. Proposed improvements should lower the costs of
imported coal by approximately $3.60 to $4.30 per short ton which
would make most imported coal from South America or Indonesia less
costly than virtually all domestic sources. Even if implemented
in tandem with scrubbing, available cost relationships for
powerplant maintenance and operations indicate that fuel blending
would still result in sufficient economic benefits for scrubber
maintenance, plant operations, and fuel costs to more than offset
associated costs of proposed waterway improvements.

TECO routinely employs multiple sources for fuel wherever
practical to minimize dependency on one or a select few suppliers
to encourage competitive pricing and limit susceptibility to price
fluctuations in both domestic and foreign regional markets. TECO
is expected to continue this practice.

TECO has to modify its current operations in order to
achieve the benefits needed to justify the selected/NED plan. A
lesser plan (37 feet) is economically justified and within
current Administration policies. The Tampa Port Authority will
not undertake the improvement project without the administrative
and financial support from TECO and IMC/Agrico. Even if TECO has
no plans to modify its current operations, a lesser channel of 37
feet could be constructed.

An element of uncertainty concerning benefits for IMC\Agrico
-operations is the exact time period for depleticn or viability of
phosphate reserves for exportation of wetrock and phosphate-~
related products. The period of reserve viability will be
governed by market prices for phosphate products versus costs of
extraction, quantity, and quality of product. Indications are
that operations in the area should remain economically viable for
at least 20 to 25 years beyond the project base year. Given the
interest\discount rates mandated for life-cycle costing, any minor
variability in the planning horizon would be of little concern.

Overall risks are small that a project would be constructed
that will not realize enough benefits to cover the costs. The
chances are higher that a lesser than authorized/NED plan could be
constructed because the current users could realize benefits
without making changes to their current operations.
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Depth Summary. The entrance channel and turning basin
provide access to the inner and east channels that have a
separate incremental analysis. The incremental analysis of the
inner and east channels is in tables 7 and 8. The overall
analysis in table 6 is for all the channels (entrance, east, and
inner) and the turning basin. All these tables show a
maximization of benefits over costs occurs at a depth over 41
feet. However, tables & and 7 show the increase in benefits and
net benefits between each increment of depth over 41 feet is not
significant (less than 5 percent). The east channel analysis in
table 8 indicates the increments of benefit between depths deeper
than 39 feet is not significant. An overall depth of 41 feet is
selected for all channels and turning basin in consideration of
the following:

s Maximization of benefits over costs occur at depths
deeper than 41 feet;

¢ East channel cost estimates are less than 5 percent
of the overall project; and

e Maximum benefits with multiple usage is possible at
a depth of 41 feet on the entrance channel and turning basin.

ADVANCED MAINTENANCE

The estimated AAEQ maintenance cost for each of the depths
is a major portion of the total AAEQ costs in table 6. As
mentioned in the Needs and Opportunities Section of this report,
advance maintenance is a way to reduce that high annual costs.
Two factors help lower the AAREQ cost:

e One is a deeper shoal depth to enable more cost efficient
{lower unit cost) dredging and

e Two is an extension of time between maintenance cycles
with added depth for more storage capacity to reduce the number
of cycles in the 50 year economic life of a project.

The costs to mobilize and demobilize construction equipment
for a project is a costly part of any maintenance work. More
depth below that required for the project provides a basin for
sediments. That basin increases the interval of time between
each maintenance operation and reduces the number of cycles for
shoal removal in a 50 year period. The advanced maintenance
depth at Big Bend provides an opportunity for lower AAEQ
maintenance costs.



Maintenance Data. The estimated mobilization and
demobilization cost of equipment is $860,400 for each maintenance
cycle. The average shoaling rate for proposed bottom
configuration is 80,000 CY a year or about 0.44 feet of uniform
shoaling throughout the bottom area. That rate of shoaling
results in over a foot of uniform shoaling about every 3 years.

Advanced Maintenance Analysis. The analysis assumes that
the channel shoaling is at a uniform rate and accumulates about
240,000 cubic yards every 3 years. Advanced maintenance provides
additional depth below the selected project depth of 41 feet.

The extra depth provides a basin for shoaling to accumulate
before impacting the project depth. The analysis is for depths
of 1, 2, 3, and 4 feet with corresponding time intervals of 6, 9,
12, and 15 years, respectively, estimated between each
maintenance cycle.

Table 9 summarizes the data use to develop and compare the
total average annual equivalent (AAEQ) cost for maintenance. The
estimated cubic yards removed with each depth grouping provides a
basis for estimating each maintenance cycle cost. The total
present value of each future maintenance occurrence within the 50
year economic life of the project is the basis for estimating the
AAEQ cost of that work at each depth.

Initial construction of the project includes the advance
maintenance depth as required overdepth dredging. ' The additional
first cost to provide that initial depth for advanced maintenance
is in table 9. The AAEQ value of that cost at each considered
depth is also a cost factor in determining the least cost
alternative.

The analysis in table 9 adds the AAEQ values for maintenance
and additional first cost. A comparison with the AAEQ cost of
$549,000 for no advanced maintenance indicates the added depth
considerations are a less costly alternative. The least cost
alternative of all the considered depths is 2 feet with an
estimated total AAEQ value of $325,000. That depth has an
estimated maintenance cycle every 9 years after project
construction.

To add 2 feet of required overdepth for advanced maintenance
increases the total economic cost of the selected project depth
of 41 feet by $1,700,000. This increase results in an additional
AAEQ cost as shown in table 9. An increase of $133,000 in the
AAEQ economic cost is more than offset with the reduction
($357,000) in AAEQ maintenance costs from $549,000 to $192,000.
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TABLE 9

ADVANCED MAINTENANCE ANALYSIS

Amounts (000} by Advanced
Maintenance Depths in Feet

Hems 1 2 3 4
MAINTENANCE CYCLES éyr Qyr 12yr 15yr
Per Cycle:
Cubic Yards 480 720 260 1,200
Cost $2,271 $2.388 | $2.484 $2,712
Present value 1/ $3.978 $2.454 $1.703 $1.299
AAEQ cost $311 ) - $192 $133 $106
ECONOMIC COSTS

Net increase 2/

$5751 $1.700| $2.911 $4.172

AAEQ netincrease

$45 $133 $228 $326

TOTAL AAEG COSTS

$356 $325 $361 $432

1/ Present worth value of all the costs for estimated future maintenance work over a 50 year
project life at an interest rate of 7.625 percent.

2/ Net increase determined from an estimated base economic cost in table 5 of $9,698,000 for
a project depth of 41 feet with no advanced maintenance depth requirement.
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SELECTED PLAN

The selected plan was derived from three evaluations. One
is the bottom configuration which is the result of model
simulation for safe navigation of the Big Bend Channels and
Turning Basin as shown on figure 10. The second is a depth
analysis that selects a depth of 41 feet over the selected bottom
configuration. The third is an advanced maintenance overdepth
analysis which added a required overdepth for maintenance of 2
feet. The costs include an allowable overdepth of l-foot for
dredging inaccuracies. That completes the plan selection for
deep draft navigation at Big Bend., Those navigation features are
the most responsive to the planning objectives and provide for
the most efficient use of the area's commercial facilities while
minimizing the impact to the area's environmental resources.

NAVIGATION PLAN FEATURES

The plan has a number of individual features that underwent
separate consideration to addresses the planning objectives,
needs, and opportunities set forth in earlier sections of this
report. Considerations in development of those features included
environmental, engineering, and economic quaiity to select a plan
for implementation of a navigation project at Big Bend. The
resulting features are in subsequent discussions.

Entrance Channel. Improvements to the entrance channel
include: (1) deepening to a project depth of 41 feet and (2)
widening the bottom by 50 feet on the north side. The total
bottom width is 250 feet along the 1.9 miles of channel. An
advanced maintenance overdepth of 2 feet makes the required
dredging depth 43 feet over the entire bottom width.

Widener. The existing wideners between the entrance channel
and Hillsborough Bay Channel Cuts A and € remain unchanged. The
widener at the junction of the Hillsborough Bay Cuts A and C
appeared to need widening which was later found to be in error.
No correction is necessary in that area as the channel markers
correctly show the westerly limits of the widener. The depths
and widths in that area are sufficient without any dredging.

Turning Basin. The southwestern edge of the turning basin
needed expansion to turn the larger ships. The turning diameter
in the basin is 1,200 feet. The depth in the basin is tc be 41
feet with 2 feet of advanced maintenance to make the total
required depth for dredging 43 feet. The expansion provides a
safer transition for larger ships from the entrance to the inner
channel.,
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TABLE 9A

SELECTED PLAN COST SHARING

(1,000's)

Project Feature | 37 Feet | 39 Feet [ 40 Feet [ 41 Feet | 42 Feet | 43 Feet

Base Project + Inner Channel

Benefits 542 1438 1870 2179 2254 2324
First Costs 5736 7008 8028 8623 9136 10094
AAEQ Costs 449 548 628 675 715 790
AAEQ O&M Costs 485 485 485 485 485 4385
Sub-Total AAEQ Costs 934 1033 1113 1160 1200 1275
Net Benefits -392 405 757 1019 1054 1049
B/C Ratio 58 1.39 1.68 1.88 1.88 1.82

Base Project + Inner Channel + East Channel
Benefits 1846 2948 3406 3729 3810 3880
First Costs 6567 7890 8974 9698 | 10273 11398
AAEQ Costs 514 617 702 759 804 892
AAEQ O&M Costs 552 552 552 552 552 552
Sub-Total AAEQ Costs 1066 1169 1254 1311 1356 1444
Net Benefits 780 1779 2152 2418 2454 2436
B/C Ratio 173 2.52 2,72 2.84 2.81 2.69

Advanced Maintenance
First Costs 1323 1808 1299 1700 2336 2472
AAEQ Costs 104 141 102 133 183 193
AAEQ Maint Savings -233 <233 -233 -233 -233 =233
Total Project

Total Project - Benefits 1846 2948 3406 3729 3810 3880
First Costs 7890 9698 | 102731 11398 12609 13870
AAEQ Costs 618 758 804 892 987 1085
AAEQ O&M Costs 319 319 319 319 319 319
Sub-Total AAEQ Costs 937 1977 1123 1211 1306 1404
Net Benefits 909 1871 2283 2518 2504 2476
B/C Ratio 1.97 2.74 3.03 3.08 2.92 2.76
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Inner Channel. The inner channel bottom width of 200 feet
remains the same but at a deeper project depth of 41 feet. An
advanced maintenance overdepth of 2 feet makes the required depth
43 feet over that bottom width.

East Channel. The channel extends from the turning basin
eastward at a project depth of 41 feet over a bottom width of 200
feet. An advanced maintenance overdepth of 2 feet makes the
required depth 43 feet over that bottom area.

Berthing Areas. The existing berthing areas are 100 feet
wide for coal and phosphate products and require deepening to
fully utilize the entrance channel, turning basin, and inner
channel project depths of 41 feet. The berthing area dredging is
in the estimated cost for a project but is not a navigation
feature included for cost sharing. The project sponsor is
responsible for the costs to deepen the berths.

DESIGN

Project design involves the gathering of all necessary
information related to an engineeringly safe, economically
justified, and environmentally acceptable plan. Current laws and
regulations provide environmental and economical guidelines which
coupled with engineering experience enable plan formulation for
an implementable project.

In the design for safety, vessel characteristics underway
were a main consideration along with the channel bottom material.
An analysis of existing and prospective vessel fleets helped
identify potential usage problems or limitations with current
conditions. Coordination with the sponsor, pilots, and local
interests identified existing problems areas based on experience
with navigating existing vessels on the waterway. Considering
the existence of rock in the channel bottom and future vessel
usage, the need for a ship simulation study was evident to aid in
the design process and possibly reduce construction costs.

Model Simulation Studies. The Waterways Experiment Station
(WES) did model simulation studies during 1993 and 1994 to
consider the need for widening. The model conditions took into
account the mean tidal range in the area of 1.8 feet and winds
which impact primarily light-loaded vessels. Currents were a
minimal consideration.

Design Vessels. The model results were for two design
vessels. One was an integrated tug and barge (ITB) with a length
overall of 760 feet, beam of 78 feet, loaded draft of 32 feet,
and light draft of 12 feet. The other was a bulk carrier with a
length overall of 740 feet, beam of 105.75 feet, and a loaded
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draft of 37 feet. Underkeel clearances of 1 to 2 feet were a
consideration. The bulk carrier was single screw and used tug
assistance at the entrance to Big Bend Channel and in the turning
basin. The ITB was twin screw and had a bow thruster. Design
winds were variable from the north averaging 15 knots.

Model Results. The WES report is in appendix C. Pilots,
licensed to handle ships in the Big Bend Channel, assisted with
the development and evaluation of the plans and design
alternatives. The model included a channel depth of 40 feet
below mlw which provided a reliable variance of +/- 2 feet for
that design condition. The channel width of 200 feet was the
main design concern for evaluation.

The model considered an additional width of 50 feet
necessary for navigation. Testing looked a placing the width all
on one side or an equal amount on both sides. testing in addition
to the existing 200 feet. WES recommended the alternative of
widening all on the north side (Plan B) of the channel. That is
the selected plan for implementation.

Test results also recommended a larger widener between the
entrance and inner channel on the southwestern side of the
turning basin at Buoy 10. That change was to provide more
maneuvering room and clearance for tug assistance in making that
turn in the turning basin. That recommended modification also
enlarged the turning diameter to a diameter of 1,200 feet.

The turn between C Cut on the main Tampa Harbor channel and
the Big Bend entrance channel was alsoc a problem for vessels.
The turn caused vessels to swing outside the western bottom
boundary of the main ship channel at the junction of C and A
Cuts. Depths in that area where the ships leave the channel are
not a problem and no groundings occur as a result. To avoid
leaving the channel, the recommendation is to move the channel
markers to the west and provide more channel width in that area.

EXCAVATION

The geotechnical analysis in appendix A indicates the new
work dredging involves mainly sand, silt, clay, shell, and some
rock in the excavation. Available subsurface investigations
indicate a considerable amount of fine material comprising as
much as 40 to 50 percent of the total project excavation. The
selected plan is for a required dredging depth of 43 feet
(includes 2 feet of advanced maintenance) over the enlarged
bottom area of the existing channel. Removal to that depth
involves the excavation of about 3,238,000 cubic yards (CY) of
material. A l-foot allowable overdepth for dredging inaccuracies
could result in a gross yardage of 3,477,000 CY.
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DISPOSAL

Disposal island 3D is the primary disposal area for all
excavated material. The disposal process provides a natural
separation of the fine material from the coarser material
suitable for construction. BApproximately 3.24 to 3.48 million
cubic yards (CY) of material to be excavated is to go into the
disposal area from initial construction of the selected plan.
That quantity includes an excavation allowance of 1 foot below
the required depth (project depth plus required overdepth for
advanced maintenance) to allow for dredging inaccuracies.

The material is to go into the southern end of the disposal
island. The weirs for overflow waters are on the northern end.
The coarse material is likely to settle in the southern end along
with 8 percent of the total volume that is likely to be fines.
Estimating fines at 45 percent of total excavation volume, the
remaining 37 percent is likely to move tc the northern end near
the weirs. Suitable construction material settling on the
southern end is estimated at 2.0 to 2.2 million CY. 1.7 million
CY is necessary for dike construction on disposal island 3D.

DIRES

Placement of 3.2 to 3.5 million CY of material into disposal
island 3D is possible only with construction of higher dikes.
Assuming no existing capacity is available on that island, a dike
height increase of 7 feet is necessary to hold 3.7 million CY of
material. The existing dike is at an elevation of 20 feet above
mean low water. The additional 7 feet requires 582,000 CY of
suitable construction material plus about 35,000 CY for dike
repairs on the southwest corner. The repair is maintenance work
and not a cost for the project. The repair is necessary before
prior to any increase the height. The material on the socuthern
end of disposal island 3D has an estimated 1.7 million CY of
suitable material. Sufficient material is available on disposal
island 3D to raise the dike height and make repairs.

Foundation conditions limit the ultimate dike height on
disposal island 3D to an elevation of 40 feet above mean low
water. Construction of the dike to that elevation reguires about
3.34 million CY of suitable construction material. Dike repairs
to the southwest corner require another 35,000 CY for repairs to
the southwest corner. About 1.675 million CY of additional
suitable material is necessary with the 1.7 million CY in 3D to
obtain the maximum height. The most cost efficient source of
material is from the dredging of navigation features at Big Bend.
The material alsc needs to go into disposal island 3D to separate
most of the fines from coarse materials.



WEIRS

Disposal island 3D has the potential to accommodate the
material from the initial construction. The existing weirs are
usable with some repairs. Costs are in the estimates to repair
and raise the existing weirs consistent with dike construction
for disposal of the Big Bend dredged material.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

The selected plan considers the potential impact that
construction and disposal activities can have on bird nesting and
manatees in the area. To avoid impacts to bird nesting on
disposal island 3D, the construction schedule is to exclude
disposal operations during the bird nesting season from 1 April-
31 August. The construction contract for dredging will include
the following to protect the manatees:

e Standard Federal and State manatee protection
conditions;

e Provision for a trained biologist, approved by the Fish
and Wildlife Service and/or Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation, to be aboard the dredge;

e No dredging at night during the winter manatee window
with the use of a clamshell dredge to do the excavation; and

e Placement of propeller guards on the auxiliary vessels
moving supplies and personnel between the dredge and shore.

Environmental interest indicated that Sunken Island was a
higher priority than Whiskey Stump Key. However, the amount of
suitable material available will likely determine the best plan.

Filling the holes at Whiskey Stump Key raises the bottom depths
to an elevation consistent with the existing bottom in the
surrounding area. The higher bottom elevation creates an
estimated 53 acres of habitat for the marine environment.

The use of the dredged material to benefit the environment
has a high priority in the Tampa Bay area. The selected plan
includes the placement of all dredged material onto disposal
island 3D for raising the dikes. If suitable material is
available after required dike construction, the excess would be
available for improvements to the environment. Consideration at
that time would determine the most feasible use of the material
based on available authorizing legislation.
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PRECONSTRUCTION PLANNING

Additional hydraulic and subsurface information will be
obtained during preconstruction planning to more accurately
define the conditions for construction. Upon completion of plans
and specifications, a contract would be advertised and awarded
for project construction.

CONSTRUCTION

Assuming funding availability, the estimated construction
time is about 4 months. During that period after contract award,
excavation and disposal is to involve approximately 3.2 to 3.5
million cubic yards of material to modify existing channel
conditions. To the extent possible, the construction is to avoid
the nesting season of migratory birds. If construction during
the bird window is unavoidable, provisions satisfactory to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and State environmental agencies
would be made to accommodate any nesting pairs. Standard
precautionary measures are to be taken for locating and
minimizing possible impacts to any manatees that happen into the
area during the dredging operations.

Project construction is expected to involve the following:

¢ Excavation of material from the project channels, turning
basin, and berthing areas with placement of the material in
disposal island 3D. :

¢ Installation of appropriate navigation aids by the U.S.
Coast Guard along the project waterways.

The estimated costs for the project anticipate the use of a
hydraulic dredge with a cutterhead to excavate material for
larger channel and basin conditions. The excavated material is
to be pumped through a pipeline to disposal island 3D.

NAVIGATION PLAN FIRST COST

Table 10 contains the major items of the selected plan for
navigation improvements at Big Bend. The excavation quantity is
for construction of the required project depth of 41 feet plus 2
feet of advanced maintenance. Excavation of berthing areas to
the same depths and bulkhead modifications to enable those depths
are separate from the channel and turning basin dredging because
they are sponsor costs. Attachment 3 of appendix A provides a
breakdown of cost but does not include the bulkhead estimate.
That estimate came from area interests. The dredging costs
include a 1 foot allowable overdepth for dredging inaccuracies.
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TABLE 10

SELECTED PLAN ESTIMATED TOTAL FIRST COST

ITEM COsTS

Mobilization and Demobifization - Hydraulic Dredge $861,000
- Dike Equipment 80,000

Excavation - Hydraulic Dredge with Upland Disposal 4,097,000
Berthing Area - Hydraulic Dredge with Upland Disposal 517,000
Aids to Navigation 438,000
Turbidity and Manatee Monitoring 87,000
Disposal Area Preparation - Dike construction 1,644,000
- Weir work 152,000

Bulkhead modifications - coal terminal 2,133,000
Preconstruction Engineering and Design 595,000
Construction Management 744,000
TOTAL FiRST COST $11.348.000

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

A required overdepth for advanced maintenance increases the
time between maintenance cycles to approximately 9 years. The
disposal area for maintenance material is disposal island 3D.
Higher dikes will be necessary to accommodate the maintenance
material from Big Bend and other areas that use the island for
disposal of shoal material such as the Tampa Harbor Main Shipping
Channel.

Annual Shoaling. Dredged material from maintenance of the
Big Bend Channel is to be placed in disposal island 3D. That
island also has other shoal material sources besides Big Bend as
discussed in appendix F. The other sources have an estimated
potential shoaling rate which combined with Big Bend forms an
annual estimate in the future as follows:

Annual amounts in 1,000's

3D Shoal Sources 1998 1999 2000-2047
Other Tampa Harbor projects 280 280 280
Big Bend project 80 80 80
Alafia River project - - 65

TOTAL 360 360 425
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Based on the above annual shoaling rates, the estimated Big Bend
portion ranges from 22.2 percent in 1998 and 1999 to 18.8 percent
from the year 2000 into the future.

Disposal Capacity. An analysis of capacity in disposal
island 3D is in appendix F. That island can accommodate all the
construction material from Big Bend with an increase in dike
height of about 7 feet assuming no existing capacity. However,
that island is primarily a disposal area for maintenance material
from the Tampa Harbor Federal project. Further increases in dike
height will be necessary to enlarge the capacity for future
maintenance of the harbor.

An increase in dike height of 20 feet provides an added
capacity for future maintenance disposal. Determining that
capacity involves an accounting for material coming from Big Bend
not used in the dike construction as well as the existing
capacity. The material not used in the dike construction reduces
the capacity an estimated 1.56 million cubic yards (3,238,000 CY
- 1,675,000 CY). The following is an approximate estimate of
capacity within the disposal area after a 20-foot increase in
dike height:

Million CY

20 feet of dike -——-—~=--eu-—- 8.6
Estimated capacity - 1997 ---- 0.3
Dike material from inside 3D - 3.4
Big Bend material reduction (1.6)
TOTAL CAPACITY —--—-—-=—=w——— 10.7

The above potential capacity is for shoal material from
Tampa Harbor and Big Bend. The Tampa Harbor project has an
estimated shoaling for disposal of about 345,000 cubic yards a
year., The Big Bend selected plan has maintenance of about 80,000
cubic yards a year. The estimated future shoaling rate of
425,000 cubic yards a year into disposal island 3D results in a
life expectancy of about 25 years with the inclusion of half the.
annual maintenance from Alafia River. Any removal of material
from the disposal island in the future for beneficial
environmental uses can extend the life of that area even more.
Big Bend, as part of the Tampa Harbor project, has a long tern
management plan for disposal of shoal material from maintenance
work.
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

The economic analysis consists of an evaluation of the
average annual equivalent (AAEQ) costs and benefits for the
selected plan. The benefits come from the movement of coal,
phosphate rock, and phosphate chemicals on the deeper depth
channel of 41 feet. Development of the benefits is in appendix
B. The AAEQ benefit from the movement of coal on deeper draft
vessels is an estimated $2,179%,000 and for the phosphate rock and
chemicals $1,550,000., Table 11 provides the total benefit for
all the channels and turning basin.

TABLE 11

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SELECTED PLAN BENEFITS AND COSTS

ITEMS 41 Feet
AAEQ Benefits $3,729.000
Costs - Interests and Amortization 1/ 892,000
Maintenance: Channel shoals 2/ 192,000
Navigation gids 3000
Disposal area costs 124,000
Total AAEQ costs $1,211.000
=10 io KAR{R

NOTES:

1/ The tolal first cost {$11,348,000) plus IDC of $50,000 i the total economic cost for the project.
That economic cost is then amortized over 50 years at an interest rate of 7.625 percent for the
AAEQ cost for all channels, turning basin, bulkhead modifications, and berthing areas.

2/ Annual costs for maintenance to remove shoals include the excavation of material from the
project channels, turning basin, and berthing areas with plocement in disposal istand 3D.

The AAEQ costs come from interest and amortization of the
total initial economic first cost and maintenance of the project
in the future., More detailed discussions are in the subsequent
subheadings for different elements in the maintenance costs.

Channel Maintenance. The results of the advanced
maintenance analysis show the most cost efficient overdepth for
maintenance is 2 feet. Removal of about 720,000 cubic yards of
shoal material with that overdepth dredging is estimated to occur
about once every 9 years. The estimated maintenance cost for
that removal is about $2,388,000. The present worth value of
that maintenance cost every 9 years over the 50 year project life
is about $2,454,000. The estimated average annual equivalent
{AAEQ) cost for that removal is $182,000 as shown in table 11.
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Dike Maintenance. Dike construction on disposal island 3D
is essential for continued maintenance of the Federal navigation
project for Tampa Harbor. The existing dike has little remaining
capacity. The 19%4 estimate of capacity was about 1,362,000 CY.
Maintenance accumulations on the Tampa Harbor project without the
Alafia River project is an estimated 280,000 CY a year. Disposal
island 3D has about 5 years of maintenance capacity with existing
dikes. An increase in dike height for more capacity is necessary
by 1999 for continued maintenance of Tampa Harbor. Adding 7 feet
of dike height for construction of the selected plan to deepen
Big Bend will not significantly improve the disposal capacity in
3D for disposal of material from maintenance to remove shoals.

The construction equipment for raising the dike height on
disposal island 3D can provide the 7 feet for the Big Bend work
as well as additional height for the Tampa Harbor project. That
saves the equipment mobilization cost for raising the dikes in
two separate occurrences. If construction of the Big Bend
deepening project does not occur before 1999, the Tampa Harbor
project will likely reguire the higher dikes for maintenance.
The likely increments for dike increases just for the Tampa
Harbor project are 10 feet.

The first increment of 10 feet should be done as part of
dike work for the Big Bend project. The first 7 feet is part of
the Big Bend project costs and uses about 580,000 CY of material
from within disposal island 3D. fThe estimated total material for
dikes in the first 10 feet is about 1,108,000 CY which is
available in disposal island 3D. Material from the Big Bend
dredging will enable the construction of the last increment of 10
feet.

Dike Costs. The estimates of disposal area costs for the
different increments of dike height have the same equipment
mobilization and demcbilization cost ($80,000) for dike
construction. The estimated costs below exclude mobilization and
demobilization, preconstruction engineering and design costs, as
well as construction management costs:

Dike Increment Costs (000)
in feet Total Increment
7 $1,796 s o]
10 3,411 1,615
20 9,893 6,482

An additional 10 feet of dike height above the existing
height adds about 5.0 million CY of capacity to disposal island
3D. That equates to about 500,000 CY a foot. To raise the
existing dike height 20 feet requires the use of an estimated 1.7
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million CY of suitable material from dredging the Big Bend
Channel improvement. That material is still within the disposal
area after the initial dredging of the Big Bend Channel. Usable
capacity for maintenance of the Tampa Harbor project with the 10-
foot dike increase consists of about 1.5 million CY (3 feet x
500,000 CY a foot) plus the space where about 1.1 million CY came
from inside 3D to raise the dike 10 feet. That total amount is
about 2.6 million CY plus whatever existing capacity was in the
disposal area at the time of construction.

The maintenance cost for the Big Bend Channel project would
have a portion of the overall dike cost associated with disposal
island 3D. Tampa Harbor with the Big Bend Channel project and
without Alafia River has a total estimated annual shoaling of
about 360,000 cubic yards. The Big Bend share (80,000 cubic
yards) of that maintenance is about 22.2 percent. The extended
life for use of the island to dispose of maintenance material
from Tampa Harbor and Big Bend Channel is about 7 to 8 years
(2,600,000 CY/360,000 CY a year).

The Big Bend project provides 7 feet of the initial 10 feet
of dike increase above existing levels. The remaining 3 feet is
for maintenance of the modified Tampa Harbor project to include
Big Bend. The cost of that 3 feet is an estimated $1,615,000.
The estimated preconstruction engineering and design costs along
with the construction management costs are about $291,000. The
estimated total is $1,906,000. The Big Bend share is an
estimated $423,000 ($1,906,000 x 0.222) for future maintenance.

The second 10 feet of dike has an estimated dike and weir
costs of $6,482,000. The estimated mobilization and
demobilization, preconstruction engineering and design, and
construction management costs are about $1,247,000. The estimated
total is $7,729,000. The Big Bend portion of that dike cost for
maintenance is an estimated $1,716,000 ($7,729,000 x 0.222).

The total maintenance cost for disposal area work includes
the initial cost $423,000 for 3 feet of the initial 10 feet and
$1,715,000 about 7 years later to raise the dike another 10 feet.

The present worth value of $1,715,000 at an interest rate of
7.625 percent is $1,025,000. The total present worth value of
the two increments is $1,448,000. The total capacity with the 20
feet of dike is about 10.7 million CY. That capacity provides
about 30 years of disposal for 360,000 CY of shoaling material a
year. The average annual equivalent (AAEQ) value of $1,448,000
over 30 years is about $124,000. That AAEQ value is in table 11
as the amount for the estimated project life of 50 years.
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The economic appendix of the report includes a discussion of
risk associated with the dependence of project justification on
coal movements for Big Bend station. To summarize, the selection
for mode of transport concerning coal is largely dictated
according to the origin or selected source, which in turn is
primarily driven by total acquisition and\or delivered cost (s)
and quality (i.e., sulfur and ash content, Btu output, etc.).
Given consideration of air quality standards, alternatives for
regulatory compliance, cost, and quality of coal available both
domestically and from foreign sources, it is highly probkable that
TECO will continue to import foreign cocal. This determination is
further supported by the location of TECO's generation plant with
access to a major deep-draft waterway system which makes direct
water transport practical and highly cost-effective with proposed
improvements. Under such circumstances, the importation of
foreign coal whether from Indonesia or South America is
economically facilitated via self-propelled carriers of foreign
registry due to scale and costs of associated vessel operations
and is competitive with domestic barge operations such as GCT as
demonstrated in the report appendix. As an example, Table B-15
and B-20 of the draft report and revised appendix illustrate that
the lowest cost per ton for domestic barge services is $4.66 per
short ton while review of Table B-26-b is $4.10 or less for
service by self-propelled carrier for a waterway depth of 37.0
feet or greater. The relative spread for stated costs illustrate
the advantage of waterborne transport with improvements (for
further information concerning preceding discussion, refer to the
economic appendix for Big Bend Channel).

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

The sponsor, the Tampa Port Authority, is in agreement with
the selected plan based on recent coordination. Implementation
of that plan is dependent on further review within the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army's Office before
going to the U.S. Congress for authorization as a Federal
project. Authorization enables plan implementation with the
sponsor providing the necessary non-Federal cooperation items.
Non-Federal responsibilities include work that requires cost
sharing and some that is 100 percent sponsor cost such as
berthing area dredging, bulkhead modifications, and disposal area
work. The Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986
established the formula for Federal and non-Federal shares of the
estimated construction cost for the general navigation features
of the selected plan.
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IMPLEMENTATION AUTHORITY

Senate and House Resolutions requested the study of the Big
Bend Channel in 1379. Those resolutions authorized the study and
this report on the findings. The normal process for a
Congressional study authorization is to send a final report back
to Congress for project authorization first then request funding
to implement the authorized project. That process takes time as
the report goes to Congress for authorization in a Water
Resources Development Act. Funding to construct the project
normally occurs after Congressional authorization.

NON-FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES

Implementation of the selected plan involves specific non-
Federal responsibilities. New cost-sharing in the Water Resource
Development Act of 1986 requires the non-federal sponsor to share
in the costs of general navigation features (GNF). The GNF on
the Big Bend project include the:

* Entrance, east and inner channels;

* Turning basin that connects the three
channels; and :

¢ Dikes and weirs for disposal of dredged

' material from initial construction.

Congress included dikes and weirs as GNF for cost sharing in the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996. The sponsor's share of
GNF for a project with commercial navigation benefits is:

¢« 25 percent in cash during the period of
construction for a project depth of 41 feet and

e 10 percent over 30 years provided there is no
non-Federal credit for the 10 percent.

Sponsor costs for relocations, lands, easements, and right-of-way
are allowable non-Federal credits. The sponsor’s credit cannot
exceed 10 percent of the total GNF costs. Table 12 shows the
total GNF costs to be $8,167,000 but no costs for any allowable
non-Federal credits.

The berthing area dredging and bulkhead modification are 100
percerft non-Federal responsibilities. Removal of shoal material
on the existing non-Federal project to a required depth of 34
feet either prior to or during construction is a 100 percent
sponsor responsibility and costs. The study identified no
relocation nor cultural resources in the area that interferes
with implementation of the selected plan. Standard cooperation
agreement items of sponsor responsibility for project



implementation are in the RECCMMENDATIONS section of this
report. These items are standard for any non-Federal sponsor,
but they do not all apply to the proposed project. Relocation
does not apply in this case and table 11 has no cost for that
item. The estimated items that apply are shown in that table.

FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES

The authorization of a Federal project for implementation
incurs certain Federal responsibilities. Those responsibilities
relate primarily to the general navigation features and aids to
navigation. The aids to navigation are a 100 percent Federal
responsibility. The Federal responsibility for initial cost of
general navigation features is 65 percent for a project depth of
41 feet if the sponsor has no 10 percent credit. The non-Federal
sponsor has no credits identified for the selected plan. That
leaves the Federal percentage at 65 percent. The estimated
current value of Federal cost is $5,309,000 (without the $438,000
for navigation aids). Table 12 shows the estimated values of
Federal and non-Federal costs.

Once authorization of a project occurs, the Federal
Government responsibilities also involve the following:

a. Subject to and using funds provided by the sponsor and
appropriated by the Congress, the Government shall expeditiocusly
construct the deneral navigation features of the project
(including relocations or alterations of highway and railroad
bridges and approaches thereto), applying those procedures
usually followed or applied in Federal projects, pursuant to
Federal laws, regulations, and policies.

b. To the extent possible, the sponsor shall be afforded
the opportunity to review and comment on all:

¢ Contracts, including relevant plans and
specifications, prior to the issuance of invitations for bids and

e« Modifications and change orders prior to the issuance
to the contractor of a Notice tc Proceed. The Government will
consider the comments of the sponsor, but contract award,
modifications or change orders, and perfcrmance of all work
thereunder (whether the work is performed under contract or by
Government personnel) shall be exclusively within the control of
the Government.

c. The Government shall operate and maintain the general
navigation features (including any improvements made to Disposal
Island 3D) of the project assigned to commercial navigation.
Maintenance of the project is a Federal expense provided the
sponsor furnishes the non-tederal responsibilities.
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TABLE 12

SELECTED PLAN COST SHARING

TOTALCOST | FEDERAL NON-
ITEM {000) SHARE (000} FEDERAL
SHARE
{000}
General Navigation Features (GNF)
Channels and Turning Basin $4.958 $3.2231/ $1.735 %/
Environmentat Monitoring 87 57 30
Dike and weir construction 1.876 1.219 657
Preconsiruction Eng & Design 554 360 194
Construction Management 692 450 242
Subtotal, GNF Costs $8.167 $5,309 $2,858
Features not Cost Shared
Berthing Areas 3/ $517 0 $517
Preconstruction Eng & Design 41 o 41
Construction Management 52 0 52
Subtotal, Berthing Areas $610 0 $610
Bulkhead Modification 3/ 2133 0 2,133
Navigation Aids 438 438 0
TOTALS $11.348 $5.747 $5,601
NOTES:

1/ The estimated Federal share of general navigation features s 65 percent.
The non-Federal sponsor has no estimated credit.

2/ Non-Federal sponsor cost is a 25 percent cash contribution plus 10 percent
over 30 yeors for a total of 35 percent of the general navigation features .

3/ Berthing areas dredging and bulkhead modifications are 100 percent non-

Federal expenses.
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FLOOD PLAIN ASSESSMENT

Executive Order 11988 requires the Federal Government to
avoid, to the extent possible, adverse impacts associated with
the occupancy and modification of flood plains and to avoid
direct or indirect support of flood plain development wherever
there is a practical alternative. All lands within the Big Bend
area current or potential supporting port facilities lie within
the flood plain determined by a 100-year freguency flood
elevation.

Navigation improvements at Big Bend would encourage the
expansion of the existing cargo handling area. Alternative
location of those facilities outside the flood plain is
impractical. Also, development of additional facilities at
alternative ports to handle prospective future tonnages would
likely involve development within the flood plain at their
respective sites.

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended (PL 92-
583) requires all Federal activities inside or outside a state's
coastal zone to be consistent to the maximum extend practicable
with the state's coastal zone management plan (CZMP) if the
activities affect natural resources, land or water uses within
the coastal zone. The State of Florida reviewed the proposed
project and determined it is consistent with the State's CZMP.

COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT

The proposed new Federal investment decision for the Big
Bend Channel navigation improvements does not include any
recommendations which would result in any new Federal
expenditures or financial assistance prohibited by the Coastal
Barrier Resources Act (Public Law 97-348); nor were funds
obligated in the past years for this project for purposes
prohibited by this Act.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Environmental Assessment (EAR) contains letters and other
pertinent correspondence that was received as a result of public
and interagency meetings and coordination conducted during the
study process. The draft report coordination with the public
occurred between June 28 and July 29 of 1996. Comments and
responses on the draft report are in the EA.



The main comment on the report was from the U.S. Department
of Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance. The
comment was over concerns by the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWLS)
about the potential adverse effect on the manatee. The options
to avoid adverse impacts were to avoid dredging during the winter
months (November 15 - March 31) or provide a trained biologist,
approved by the FWLS, to watch for manatees and require all
service boats to have propeller guards. The latter option is a
part of the selected plan for the project.

An informal public meeting on July 29 provided an
opportunity for public comment. No adverse comments received
from that public meeting on the draft report.

CONCLUSIONS

To consider resources in the area of the proposed
improvement, plan formulation involved several alternatives. The
no action plan provided nonstructural measures for future
management and use of the existing facilities and navigation
features to include continued maintenance of those features.
Model simulation looked at the existing non-Federal channels and
turning conditions to assess minimum changes needed for safe
navigation. Selected plan conditions included the following:

Entrance channel bottom width of 250 feet,

Inner channel bottom width of 200 feet,

East channel bottom width of 200 feet,

An increase in the turn widener from the entrance
channel to the inner channel, and

e Movement of navigation markers on the existing non-
Federal channel.

Enlargement of the widener in the turn between the entrance
and inner channels enables vessels to stay inside the bottom
boundaries and also provides a turning diameter in the basin of
1,200 feet. Alternatives depths for deepening in all channels,
the turning basin, and berthing areas ranged from 33 to 45 feet.

Formulation considered measures to avoid or minimize impacts to
significant environmental resources in the area. Plan
implementation includes no dredging or disposal during the
migratory bird season. Concerns about the manatee resulted in
the following measure to be a part of dredging contract:
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¢ Standard Federal and State manatee protection
conditions;

e Provision for a trained biologist, approved by the
Fish and Wildlife Service and/or Florida Department
of Environmental Regulation, to be aboard the
dredge;

* No dredging at night during the winter manatee
window with the use of a clamshell dredge to do the
excavation; and

s Placement of propeller guards on the auxiliary
vessels moving supplies and personnel between the
dredge and shore.

The no action plan provided a non-structural base condition
without improvement but did not meet the planning objectives.
The National Economic Development (NED) plan is for a project
depth of 41 feet, an advanced maintenance depth of 2 feet, and an
allowable overdepth of 1 foot. The NED plan is the selected plan
which minimizes overall project costs and maximizes benefits in
excess of costs. Based on the study findings, that plan has a
total economic first cost of $11,348,000. The non-Federal share
is §5,601,000 which includes berthing area dredging and bulkhead
modifications.

Averaqe annual equivalent (AAEQ) benefits are $3,729,000
from savings in transportation costs in the deep-draft vessel
movements of coal, phosphate rock, and phosphate chemicals. AREQ
costs are $1,211,000 which includes interest and amortization of
the total economic first cost and future maintenance of the
channel and navigation aids. BAn interest rate of 7.625 percent
provided the basis for discounting future benefits and costs.

The benefit to cost ratio is 3.1 to 1. Sufficient estimated
capacity exists in disposal island 3D for over 20 years of
maintenance to remove shoal material from the selected plan.

The selected plan appears to provide sufficient material for
dike construction. Excess material for beneficial use to enhance
the environment would not be available at the time of
construction. Direct use of dredged material from deepening and
widening is not advisable due to the large amount of estimated
fines in that material. To separate the fines from more usable
material, placement in disposal island 3D is recommended to
enable a natural separation to occur. Once that separation takes
place, any excess material not needed for dike construction could
be considered at a later date for beneficial use to enhance the
environment. Consideration and recommendation of beneficial uses
of that material is possible in the future under available
Congressional legislation.
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The Tampa Port Avthority, the project sponsor, provided a
letter in suppoxt for the selected plan. That letter is in
2ppendix G. The Tampa vort Authcrity indicates full support for
the project and is budgeting for their cost. The sponsor is
aware ci the cost sharing and required items of local cooperation
for project censtruction. Construction will be completed under
one contract. The sponsor has indicated willingness and
financial support for the project.

The sponsor has also requested in a letter that the U.3. Army
Corps of Engineers assume all apvlicable responsibilities for
dredged material disposal facilities required for the Big Bend
Channel project and the entire Tampa Harbor Project. This report
serves as the decision document for the Big Bend Channel portion.
The project cost sharing has been adjusted accordingly. The -
Project Cooperation Agreement will reflect the new
responsibilities. A separate decisicn document will be prepared
for the remaining Tampa Earbor portions and the existing
cooperation agreement will be modified.

RECOMMENDATIONS

I recommend authorizing construction of navigation
improvements and maintenance to non-Federal channels as z
modification to the Tampa Harbor project in accordance with the
plan selected herein, which is the Naticnal Econcmic Pevelopment
Plan, with such modifications as in the discretion of the
Commander, HQUSACE, may be advisable; at a first cost to the
United States presently estimated at $5,842,000, with annual
operation and maintenance costs of $255,000 to the United States.

These recommendations are made with the provision that the
exact amount of non-Federal contribution shall be determined by
the Commander, HQUSACE prior to project implementation, in
accordance with the following reguired items of cooperation to
which the non-Federal sponscr (Tampa Pcrt Authority) shall agree
to perform prior to implementation:
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a. Provide, operate, maintain, repair, replace, and
rehabilitate, at its own expense, the local service facilities in
a manner compatible with the project’s authorized purposes and in
accordance with applicable Federal and State laws and regulations
and any specific directions prescribed by the Federal Government:;

b. Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way,
including those lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for
dredged or excavated material disposal areas, and perform or
ensure the performance of all relocations determined by the
Federal Government to be necessary for the construction,
cperation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation-
of the general navigation features (including all lands,
easements, rights of way, and relocations necessary for dredged
material disposal facilities);’ !

c. Accomplish all removals determined necessary by the
Federal Government other than those removals specifically
assigned to the Federal Government;

d. Provide, during the period of construction, a cash
contribution equal to 25 percent of the total cost of
construction of the general navigation features (which include
the construction of land based and aquatic dredged material
disposal facilities that are necessary for the disposal of
dredged material required for project construction, operation, or
maintenance and which a contract for the facility’s construction
or improvement, was not awarded on or before October 12, 1996) for
costs attributable to dredging to a depth in excess of 20 feet
but not in excess of 45 feet;

e. Repay with interest, over a period not to exceed 30
yvears following completion of the period of construction of the
project, an additional 10 percent of the total cost of
construction of general navigation features depending upon the
amount of credit given for the value of lands, easements, rights-
of-way, and relocations provided by the non-Federal sponsor for
the general navigation features. If the amount of credit exceeds
10 percent of the total cost of construction of the general
navigation features, the non-Federal sponsor shall not be
required to make any contribution under this paragraph, nor shall
it be entitled to any refund for the value of lands, easements,
rights-of-way, and relocations in excess of 10 percent of the
totals cost of construction of the general navigation features;
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f. Give the Federal Government & right to enter, at
reasonable times and in a reasonable manner, upon property that
the non-Federal sponsor owns or controls for access to the
general navigation features for the purpose of inspecting, and,
if necessary, for the purpose of operating, maintaining,
repairing, replacing, and rehabilitating the general navigation
features;

g. Hold and save the United States free from all damages
arising from the construction, operation, maintenance, repair,
replacement, and rehabilitation of the project and any
betterments, and the local service facilities, except for damages
due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its
contractors; .

h. Keep and maintain books, records, documents, and other
evidence pertaining to costs and expenses incurred pursuant to
the project, for a minimum of 3 years after completion of the
accounting for which such books, records, documents, and other
evidence is required, to the extent and in such detail as will
properly reflect total cost of construction of the general
navigation features, and in accordance with the standards for
financial management system set forth in the Uniform
Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements
to State and Local Governments at 32 CFR, Section 33.20;

i. Perform, or cause to be performed, any investigations
for hazardous substances as are determined necessary to identify
the existence and extent of any hazardous sub-stances regulated
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC 9601-9675, that may exist in, on,
or under lands, easements, or rights-cf-way that the Federal
Government determines to be necessary for the construction,
operation, and maintenance, repair, replacement, or
rehabilitation of the general navigation features. However, for
lands that the Government determines to be subject to the
navigation servitude, only the Government shall perform such
investigation unless the Federal Government provides the non-
Federal sponsor with prior specific written direction, in which
case the non-Federal sponsor shall perform such investigations in
accordance with such written direction;
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j. Assume complete financial responsibility, as between the
Federal Government and the non-Federal sponsor, for all necessary
cleanup and response costs of any CERCLA requlated materials
located in, on, or under lands, easements, or rights-of-way that
the Federal Government determines to be necessary for the
construction, operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and
rehabilitation of the general navigation features;

k. To the maximum extent practicable, perform its
obligations in a manner that will not cause liability to arise
under CERCLA;

1. Comply with the applicable provisions of the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real' Property Acquisition Policies Act
of 1970, Public Law 91-646, as amended by Title IV of the Surface
Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987
(Public Law 100-17}, and the Uniform Regqulations contained in 49
CFR, Part 24, in acquiring lands, easements, and rights-of-way,
required for construction, operation, maintenance, repair,
replacement, and rehabilitation of the general navigation
features, and inform all affected persons of applicable benefits,
policies, and procedures in connection with said Act;

m. Comply with all applicable Federal and State laws and
reqgulation’s, including, but not limited to, section 601 of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352 (42 U.S.C. 2000d),
and Department. of Defense Directive 5500.11 issued pursuant
thereto, as well as Army Regulation 600-7, entitled
"Nendiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and
Activities Assisted or Conducted by the Department of the Army;”
and

n. Provide a cash contribution equal to 25 percent of the
total historic preservation mitigation and data recovery costs
attributable to commercial navigation that are in excess of 1
percent of the total zmount authorized to be appropriated for
commercial navigation;

o. Enter into an agreement which provides, prior to

construction, 25 percent of preconstruction engineering and
design (PED) costs. .
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The sponsor furnishes the above assurances during the
development of plans and specifications after the project has
been authorized for construction.

In agreeing to the assurances, the sponsor incurs several
obligations. The most prominent ones involve the responsibility
for a cash contribution equal to twenty-five (25) percent of the
costs for general navigation features prior to advertisement of
the project for bids and the liability for cleanup costs of
hazardous materials located on submerged project lands. At this
time, there are no known hazardous or toxic materials located on
the submerged project lands or in local berthing areas.

The recommendations contained herein reflect the information
available at this time and current Departmental policies
governing formulation of individual projects. They do not
reflect program and budgeting priorities inherent in the
formulation of a national Civil Works construction program nor
the perspective of higher review levels within the Executive
Branch. Consequently, the recommendations may be modified before
they are transmitted to Congress as proposals for implementation
funding. However, prior to transmittal to the Congress, the
sponsor, the State, interested Federal agencies, and other
parties will be advised of any modifications and will be afforded
the opportunity to comment further.

N\

_gl.TE §¥LL. R
k@ionel, Corps of Engineers
Commanding
JARES A. CONNELL
LIC, Corps of Engineers
Deputy Commander
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)

TAMPA HARBOR - BIG BEND CHANNEL

NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JATKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 4870
JACKSONVILLE, FLOFIOA 322320019

vmwor 'TAMPA HARBOR - BIG BEND NAVIGATION 5TUDY
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) of the
proposed action. Based on information analyzed in the EaA,
reflecting pertinent information obtained from other agencies,
and special interest groups having jurisdiction by law andfor
special expertise, I conclude that the proposed action will have
no significant impact on the gquality of the human environment.

Reasons for this conclusion are, in summary:

1. There will be no significant adverse impacts to endangered
or threatened species, The- proposed action is in compliance
with the Endangered Species Act and the District’s Migratory
Bird Protection Policy.

2. In coordination with the State Historic Preservation
Officer, it was determined there would be no impacts on sites of
cultural or historical significance.

3., Sstate water quality standards will be met. Water Quality
Certification will be obtained during project design.

4. We have determined that the proposed project is consistent
with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program. We have
obtained concurrence in our determination from the State
Clearinghouse.

5., Measures to eliminate, reduce, or avoid potential impacts to
£ish and wildlife rescurces will be implemented during project
construction, including migratory bird nesting habitat.

6, Benefits to the public will be increased navigable capacity,
increased vessel safety, improvements to the local economy,
increased water quality benefits, and increased migratory bird
nesting sites. .

In consideration of the information summarized, I find that the
proposed action will not  significantly affect the human
environment and does not require an Environmental Impact
Statement.

-
Date TERRY L% RICE
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Commanding
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1.0. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION. The purpose of this study is to
consider the feasibility of further modifying the existing Tampa Harbor Federal navigation
project to include the Big Bend Navigation Channel. Particular emphasis is placed on
deepening and widening the existing channels to accommodate the existing and prospective
vessel fleet. The channels provide access to the authorized 43-foot Tampa Harbor channel.

The economic savings or benefits gained by maintenance dredging arise from the ability
to reliably provide a navigation channel at the depth needed for deep draft transits. When
project shoaling reduces the channel depth, certain losses will occur. If restrictive shoaling
in Big Bend Channel is allowed to happen, definite economic losses will be realized in the
form of higher transportation costs. The higher costs for goods entering or leaving through
the channel will negatively impact the Bureau of Economic Analysis regional area and the
Nation’s trade balance.

The local pilots have complained of wind forces acting on the light loaded or empty
barges when passing through the channel. Several groundings and collisions with channel
markers have occurred and are attributed to wind forces. The wind in the area can be
extreme.

1.1. INTRODUCTION. The existing Federal project in the study area is Tampa Harbor.
The Tampa Harbor project provides a 43-foot channel to public phosphate terminals located
in East Bay and Hillsborough Bay. Big Bend Channel is a privately constructed and
maintained channel 34 feet deep by 200 feet wide from the main ship channel in
Hillsborough Bay to and including a turning basin 1,000 feet long by 700 to 1,500 feet
wide. Length of the project is about 2.2 miles.

A prior study on Big Bend Channel was conducted in combination with Alafia River
and was submitted to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in 1985 but was
returned at the local sponsor’s request. Numerous studies have been made on the existing
Tampa Harbor project.

1.2. AUTHORITY. The present study is authorized by Senate and House Resolutions
adopted 29 May 1979 and 14 November 1979, respectively. These resolutions request
review of the Chief of Engineer’s report on Tampa Harbor, Florida, printed in House
Document 401, 91st Congress, 2nd Session, and other pertinent reports, with a view of
determining if the authorized project should be modified in any way at this time, with
particular reference to improvement and maintenance of the existing local project for Big
Bend Channel.

1.3. DECISION TO BE MADE. The decision to be made is whether improvements to

the existing channel are feasible, to what extent the project should be modified, if dredging
is required, and where to place the material.
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1.4. RELEVANT ISSUES. The following issues have been determined to be relevant to
the decision:

a. Water quality.

b. Navigation.

c. Manatees.

d. Seagrasses.

e. Migratory birds.

f. Historic, archeological, and cultural resources.

g. Recreation.

h. Aesthetics.

i. Economics.
1.5. PERMITS REQUIRED. The dredging and disposal of dredged material would
require a State of Florida Water Quality Certification in accordance with the provisions of
the Memorandum of Agreement between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the State
of Florida.
1.6. METHODOLOGY. An interdisciplinary team used a systematic approach to analyze
the affected area, to estimate the environmental effects, and to write the environmental
assessment. This included literature searches, coordination with agencies and private
groups having expertise in particular areas, and field investigations.
2.0. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION.
2.1. INTRODUCTION. The alternatives section is the heart of this Environmental
Assessment. This section describes in detail the no-action alternative, the proposed action,
and other reasonable alternatives that were studied in detail. Then based on the information
and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment and the Probable
Impacts, this section presents the beneficial and adverse environmental effects of all
alternatives in comparative form, providing a clear basis for choice among the options for
the decisionmaker and the public. The heart to this section is the alternative comparison

chart, Figure 1, page 5. This section contains five parts:

a. A description of the process used to formulate alternatives.
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b. A description of alternatives that were considered but were eliminated from
detailed consideration.

c. A description of each alternative.
d. A comparison of the alternatives.
e. The identification of the preferred alternative.

2.2. HISTORY OF ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION. Initially, numerous
alternatives were considered and eliminated in the reconnaissance phase of the study
(USACE, 1991). The general alternative of channel improvements was considered the most
practical. This alternative was divided into dredging and disposal alternatives.

2.2.1. Disposal alternatives. Initial options considered were based on the Upland Disposal
Area Study for the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Environmental Protection
Agency’s Ocean Dredged Material Discharge Site for Tampa Harbor. Several sites were
considered, including the most feasible, the Port Redwing Site located near the Big Bend
Channel. These were compared to the use of the existing disposal areas, CMDA-2D,
CMDA-3D and the designated ODMDS (Appendix F). Of these, the most economical was
the use of the existing disposal area, CMDA-3D. The US Fish and Wildlife Service
recommended through the preparation of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report
several Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material which would aid wildlife or improve water
quality. The first option was the expansion of Sunken Island for bird habitat which
originated with the Audubon Society. The second option was generated by the Corps and
the USFWS. It includes the filling of former dredge borrow areas near Whiskey Stump
Key.

22.2. Dredging alternatives. The dredging alternatives were divided into width and depth
categories. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waterways Experiment Station conducted a
study using the Ships Simulation Model to determine the most feasible width design for the
channel (WES, 1994) (Appendix D). The model is based on a simulated ship usage, local
water and weather conditions, and licensed pilot navigation using those simulated
conditions. The optimum channel dimensions were determined to be a 250-foot width with
a 41-foot mean lower low water depth. The channel depths where evaluated between 35
and 45 feet at 1-foot increments. The most economical depth was determined to be 41 feet
with 2 feet advanced maintenance.

2.3. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES.

2.3.1. No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative would leave the channel in its
existing condition.
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2.3.2. Dredging Plan. The Federal project would start at the main ship channel and
extend 10,200 feet with a channel 41 feet deep (with 2 feet of required advanced
maintenance) by 250 feet wide which would connect to a turning basin. The channel
widening would occur on the north side of the channel. The turning basin would be part of
the Federal project and is irregularly shaped to provide a turning diameter of 1,200 feet.
The Federal project would also include a channel 200 feet wide and 41 feet deep (with 2
feet of required advanced maintenance) which extends from the southern edge of the
turning basin a distance of 2,700 feet to the coal dock facilities. The berthing area for the
coal dock would be deepened to 41 feet (with 2 feet of required advanced maintenance) at
100 percent non-Federal expense. The berthing area for the phosphate dock would also be
deepened to 41 feet plus 2 feet of advanced maintenance at 100 percent non-Federal
expense. The project would also include the area called the east channel. It extends
eastward from the turning basin at a project depth of 41 feet over a bottom width of 200
feet. with an advanced maintenance depth of 2 feet. With all disposal options within
efficient pumping distance, the use of a hydraulic, pipeline dredge with a cutter-head is the
method of choice for cost estimating purposes. Standard State and federal manatee
protection conditions would be implemented during dredging to eliminating impacts to the
species (Exhibit I). Turbidity monitoring is would aiso be implemented to insure that State
water quality standards are met. The dredge plan also includes the periodic maintenance of
the channel and the placement in disposal area CMDA-3D. It is estimated that the
frequency of maintenance dredging would be 9 years between cycles. Beneficial uses of
that material will be looked for and analyzed at that time.

2.3.2. Alternative Disposal Pian C1/C2 (CMDA-3D). The entire project (Federal and
Non-Federal) would be placed in Disposal Area CMDA-3D. The estimated island capacity
is not sufficient at this time to hold the dredged material from the proposed construction of
the project at Big Bend. Initial diking would be required in order to place all the material
into 3D. Work would be scheduled to avoid the migratory bird nesting season (1 April-31
August).

2.3.3. Alternative Disposal Plan C4 (Sunken Island). This alternative is a one time
only proposal. It is considered a beneficial use of dredged material as defined by Section
204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992. The materials could come from
either the construction of the new channel or periodic maintenance of the channel.
Approximately 95,000 CY of material is needed for the west and northwest banks of the
island to mitigate erosion. Placement would be along roughly 3200 feet of shoreline to
extend the shoreline cutward an average of 100 feet at an elevation of 3 feet above milw.
The land would then be graded from a land surface elevation of +3 feet above mlw to a bay
bottom elevation of about 5 feet below miw. Figure F-4, Appendix F, provides a cross
section of the shoreline extension. Material placed in that area is still susceptible to
continued. erosion. Spartina aiternaflora would be used to provide vegetative stabilization
to the shoreline. The south side of the island would be extended with one or two sawtooth-
shaped land areas. Development of those land areas would require an estimated 310,000
CY to raise the existing bay bottom of 5 feet below mlw to land surface elevation of 5 feet
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above mlw. Spartina sp. plants would be planted along 2700 feet of shoreline on the
eastern and southeastern banks of the sawtooth land area(s). The planting zone for Spartina
sp. would extend from the shoreline to about 50 feet off shore. Mangroves stands are
expected to rapidly develop in the Spartina planting areas. The elevation of the bay bottom
adjacent to the sawtooth-shaped land areas would be raised to create shallow bay areas
suitable for the development of mudflats and marsh habitats. That filling would require an
estimated 140,000 CY to raise the bay bottom from 5 feet below mlw. The resulting bay
depth would be 1 to 2 feet below mlw. Plan and cross sectional views of the sawtooth
extension(s) and adjacent bay areas are in Figure F-4, Appendix F. Dredged material from
Big Bend would be pumped a distance of about 3 miles to Sunken Island. Material may
need to be stock-piled to facilitate the construction process. Silt curtains would be used to
control the level of turbidity entering the bay. Specialized construction equipment may be
required, such as hydraulic amphibious excavators. Work would be scheduled to avoid the
migratory bird nesting season (1 February-31 August) for the island.

2.3.4. Alternative Disposal Plan C3 (Whiskey Stump Key). This alternative is a one
time only proposal. It is considered a beneficial use of dredged material as defined by
Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992. The materials could come
from either the construction of the new channel or periodic maintenance of the channel.
Two large holes and one small hole exist on the east and west side of Whiskey Stump Key
shown on Figure F-3, Appendix F. The holes were apparently dredged for fill material and
they cover an area of about 53 acres. The holes have existing depths around 12 feet below
miw. The plan is to fill the holes to a depth of 1 foot below mlw using material from both
3D and Big Bend. Filling the holes will require about 950,000 CY of material. To help
reduce the level of impact, several measures would be taken in the discharge area. Double
silt curtains will be required to keep unacceptable levels of turbidity from entering the
surrounding bay area. The discharge pipe would be positioned near the bottom of the holes
to minimize the volume of fines in suspension. Pumping rates would be reduced to provide
more time for fines to settle and consolidate. A spreader head would be attached to the end
of the discharge pipe to help distribute the capping material more uniformly over the fines,
minimizing the heaving effect. Pumping rates would be reduced to provide more time for
fines in the material to settle and consolidate. A small channel 2 to 6 feet in depth, located
south of the holes, would remain to permit shallow draft vessel access.
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2.5. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE. The preferred alternative would be the construct
alternative with any combination of the disposal alternatives.

3.0. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT.

3.1. INTRODUCTION. The Affected Environment section succinctly describes the
existing environmental resources of the areas that would be affected if any of the
alternatives were implemented. This section describes only those environmental resources
that are relevant to the decision to be made. It does not describe the entire existing
environment, but only those environmental resources that would affect or that would be
affected by the alternatives if they were implemented. This section, in conjunction with the
description of the "no-action” alternative forms the base line conditions for determining the
environmental impacts of the proposed action and reasonable alternatives. The
environmental issues that are relevant to the decision to be made are the following:

. Water quality.

. Navigation.

Manatees.

Seagrasses.

Migratory birds.

Historic, archeological, and cultural resources.
. Recreation.

. Aesthetics.

Economics.

RO Ao o

3.2. GENERAL DESCRIPTION. Tampa Bay is the largest estuary on the west coast of
Florida (USFWS,1984). As man developed the Bay, the resources have been impacted.
The Bay has been excavated for navigation purposes; islands and fast land have been
created from the dredged material; ports and residential development have encroached on
the aquatic environment; and numerous effluents have been discharged into the Bay.

3.2.1. Aquatic Resources: The Bay supports a wide variety of aquatic life including the
American oyster which is harvested from the lower Tampa Bay, three species of clams,
blue crab, and numerous species of fish: the red drum, spotted seatrout, snook, sheepshead,
southern flounder, Florida pompano, striped mullet, Gulf menhaden, and the black drum
(USFWS, 1984). Many offshore fish spend their juvenile stages in the Bay estuary. These
include the red and gag groupers, jewfish, scamp, and the red and mangrove snappers.

3.2.2 Avian Resources: Development has reduced the nesting areas available for birds.
However, this same development (including dredging and the creation of dredged material
disposal areas) has recreated suitable areas for nesting, contributing to the increased
carrying capacity of the Bay area. Gulls, terns, sandpipers, plovers, stilts, skimmers and
oystercatchers are known to inhabit the Bay. Other wading birds such as herons, egrets and
ibises use the interior wetland areas. Disposal Site CMDA-3D provides nesting for Caspian
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terns, laughing gulls, American oystercatchers, black skimmers, and royal, least and
sandwich terns (Paul, 1991). Nesting by these species is protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act.

3.2.3. Seagrass Beds: Five species of seagrasses are found in the Bay; turtlegrass,
shoalgrass, manateegrass, widgeon grass, and six-leaved dwarf seagrass (Lewis, 1984). The
City of Tampa also has conducted seagrass surveys in Hillsborough Bay area (1996). The
return of seagrasses also indicates an improvement in water quality in the Bay.

3.2.4, Wetlands. Tampa Bay has mangrove and emergent wetlands along the fringe of the
bay where development has not occurred. These wetland areas provide cover and spawning
areas for fish and shrimp. The mature mangroves provide nesting areas for birds such as
the pelican. These wetlands improve water quality of the Bay by trapping sediments and
nutrient uptake.

3.2.5. Threatened and Endangered Species. The work may affect the following species
listed as threatened or endangered by U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to the Endangered Species Act
{USFWS, 1987):

greenseaturtle ... ... L.l i Chelonia mydas
hawksbill seaturtle ........ ... ..., .. ... ... Eretmochelys imbricata
Kemp’s Ridley seaturtle .. .................... Lepidochelys kempii
leatherback seaturtle ... .......... .. ... . ... Dermochelys doriacea
loggerhead seaturtle . ... ........ ... .. ... ... ..., Caretta caretta
West Indian manatee . ........... ... . ... ... .. Trichechus manatus

Species considered threatened or endangered by the State of Florida, exclusive of the above,
include osprey, magnificent frigate-bird, roseate tern, and least tern.

3.2.6. Water Quality. Tampa Bay receives storm runoff from agricultural and residential
areas of Pinellas, Hillsborough and Manatee Counties as well as discharges from sewage
treatment plants and other facilities. As a result bay waters are high in nitrogen and
phosphorous and turbidity has reduced light penetration to 8 feet or less in many areas.
The water quality tends to improve as the entrance to the bay is approached. West of the
Skyway bridge water quality improves markedly as the bay meets the Gulf of Mexico.
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3.3. RELEVANT ISSUES.

33.1.

Physical.

a. Water quality. Tampa Bay, is classified as a class III Florida water, suitable for
recreation, propagation and maintenance of a healthy and well-balanced population
of fish and wildlife. The Bay has suffered impacts from wetland and seagrass
destruction and coastline alteration; severe stormwater pollution from residential and
commercial sources; dredging and harbor activities; litter; fertilizer, food processing,
and other industrial discharges; and a heavy load of domestic wastewater from
power and sewage treatment utilities. The bay has extremely high phosphorus levels
and is nitrogen limited. Recent trends in water quality show improving conditions in
the bay and the overall water quality is fair in the areas north of the Little Manatee
River to good in the lower bay.

b. Navigation. The commercial cargo fleet currently calling at Big Bend is diverse.
Tug/barge combinations exported an average of 4,663,000 short tons of phosphate
rock and 197,000 short tons of phosphate products (Granulated Triple Super
Phosphate) to Louisiana during 1988 and 1989. The same tug/barge fleet imported
an average of 4,343,000 short tons of coal from Louisiana during the same period.
During 1988 and 1989, ocean going bulk carriers and general cargo vessels exported
an annual average of 297,000 short tons of phosphate chemical. Ocean going
tankers exported an average of 321,000 short tons of phosphoric acid during the
same period. Local interest dredged the current channel in 1994 to a depth of 34
feet mean low water. The annual shoaling rate for the project is approximately
45,000 cubic yards per year. The shoaling rate is based on a dredging history for
the channe! since initial construction in 1962. Assuming a uniform shoal over the
entire project, the loss in depth is approximately 4 inches per year. The shoaling
rate equates to one foot every three years.

¢. Aesthetics. Visual aesthetic resources in the Tampa Bay Harbor can be classified
as low to medium in scenic value. As the seventh largest port in the country (based
on tonnage), Tampa Harbor is very busy with shipping traffic to many of the
commercial industries located at the harbor. The Tampa area’s three coal-fired
power plants are located on the east side of the bay. The surrounding land is very
flat and sparsely vegetated with much of the lands being developed for residential,
commercial, or agricultural purposes. The panoramic view is through air quality
diminished by the pollution from the industries associated with the harbor area. The
odor of the air is better some days than others.

. Biological.

a. Manatees. Manatees are found in the vicinity of the Big Bend Channel. During
periods of cold weather, they congregate at the outfall of the Big Bend Power Plant
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which is located 3/4 mile south of the eastern end of the channel. It is estimated
that up to sixty (60) manatees have been observed congregating at the site
(FWCAR).

b. Seagrasses. No seagrasses are located immediately adjacent to the work areas.
Seagrass beds are located along the shoreline on shoals north of the dredging site.
Shoalgrass has been located in the areas north of the project area and along the spoil
islands south of the channel (City of Tampa, 1996). A small band has been
identified as being just west of the inner channel and north of the spoil island
located north of the TECO discharge channel. There are also areas of shoalgrass
along the southeast side of Sunken Island. Shoalgrass has also been found in the
shallows around Whiskey Stump Key area outside the former borrow pit areas
known as the "kitchen".

¢. Migratory birds. In 1991, it was estimated that there were between 10,000 and
20,000 laughing gull nests on CMDA-3D. In addition, the American
oystercatcher (10 nests), Caspian tern (65), Royal tern (20) and the Black
skimmer (110) were also observed nesting on CMDA-3D.

. Social.

a. Recreation. Recreation resources consist of water-borne activities, birdwatching,
and sunbathing within the Tampa Harbor area. Pleasure boating and some fishing
take place within Tampa Harbor also. Sunbathing on CMDA-3D island and
swimming near its shore has been noted in the past.

b. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. An archival and literature
search has been conducted for the proposed navigation improvements at Big Bend
Channel, Tampa Bay, Hillsborough County, Florida. No significant cultural .
resources are recorded for the vicinity of Big Bend Channel, existing disposal island
CMDA-3D, or for any of the dredge holes which may be considered as disposal
areas for material dredged from the navigation channel.

. Economic Issues.

a. Two private phosphate product terminals and a coal fucled power generating
plant, owned by Tampa Electric Company (TECO), are located at the Big Bend
Channel project. Total usable wharf length in the harbor is approximately 3,600 feet
at 34 foot depths. Storage facilities in the harbor include six phosphoric acid tanks
with a total capacity of 60,000 short tons and a phosphate chemical storage
(Granulated Triple Super Phosphate) area with 32,000 short tons of capacity.
Phosphate rock is stored in an uncovered area with a capacity of 2,200,000 short
tons.

b. The two primary commodities to be considered in the benefit analysis are
phosphate products and coal. The phosphate is an export commodity and the coal is
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an import commodity. The wet phosphate rock is exported by barge to
Donaldsonville and Uncle Sam, Louisiana. Phosphate chemical (Granulated Triple
Super Phosphate) is exported by barge to Davant, Louisiana and by ocean going
vessel to ports world wide. Phosphoric acid is exported to ports primarily in the Far
East, Central America, and South America by ocean going vessels. The coal, being
an import from a distribution point at Davant Louisiana, would be distributed
throughout the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) regional area (Tampa-St.
Petersburg) which includes Hillsborough, Pinellas, Polk, Pasco, and 10 other
adjoining counties in the form of electricity by TECO. The phosphate ore is mined
primarily from reserves in Polk County.

¢. Direct service is available to Big Bend terminal via pipeline, rail, and highway.
The major import is coal. Major exports include phosphate rock and chemicals.
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4.0. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES.

4.1. INTRODUCTION. This section describes the probable consequences of
implementing each alternative on selected environmental resources. These resources are
directly linked to the relevant issues listed in Section 1.4 that have driven and focus the
environmental analysis. The following includes anticipated changes to the existing
environment including direct and indirect impacts, irreversible and irretrievable commitment
of resources, unavoidable effects and cumulative impacts.

4.1.1. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1508.7).

4.1.2. Dreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.
a. Imeversible. An irreversible commitment of resources is one in which the ability
to use and/or enjoy the resource is lost forever. One example of an irreversible
commitment might be the mining of a mineral resource.
b. Irretrievable. An irretrievable commitment of resources is one in which, due to
decisions to manage the resource for another purpose, opportunities to use or enjoy
the resource as they presently exist are lost for a period of time. An example of an
irretrievable loss might be where a type of vegetation is lost due to road
construction.

4.2. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

4.2.1. Physical

a. Water quality. There would be no water quality impacts from the
implementation of this alternative.

b. Navigation. There would be a long-term moderate adverse impact on navigation
from the continued use of the channel in its existing condition. Impacts on
navigation would include decreased vessel safety and a limitation on the size of the
vessel using the port and the quantity of material being transported.

c. Aesthetics. No impacts are anticipated to the project’s existing aesthetic
resources with the no action altemative.

4.2.2. Biological

a. Manatees. There would be no impacts from the implementation of this
alternative.

b. Seagrasses. There would be no impact on seagrasses from implementation of
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this alternative.

¢. Migratory birds. There would be no impact on migratory birds from the
implementation of this alternative.

4.2.3. Social

a. Recreation. No impacts are anticipated to the project’s existing recreation
resources with the no action alternative.

b. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. This alternative will not affect
cultural resources included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places.

4.2.4. Economic impacts. There would be a long-term minor impact on the port and
Tampa area fron: the navigable limitations of this channel for use by certain size vessels or
the quantity of materials being able to be transported through the channel.

4.2.5. Cumulative effects. There would be no cumulative effects from the selection of
this alternative.

42.6. Unavoidable effects. There would be no unavoidable effects from the selection of
this alternative. :

4.2.7. Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments. There would be no
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources from the selection of this alternative.

4.3. ALTERNATIVE Plan C1 - CMDA-3D Disposal.
4.3.1. Physical

a. Water quality. There would be a short-term minor increase in turbidity levels at
the dredging site from the suspension of material in the water column. However,
these turbidity levels would be within State standards.

b. Navigation. There would be a moderate short-term adverse impact on navigation
of vessels entering and leaving the port during construction. There would be a long-
tertn moderate benefit to vessels entering this port area from safer operations and
from increased vessel size handling capabilities.

c. Aesthetics. Aesthetic resources of Tampa Harbor could be minimaily impacted
with the deposit of the project’s dredged material on CMDA-3D. The dikes on the
island would be raised to accommodate the dredging of the Big Bend Channel. Air
pollution, water turbidity, and noise pollution increases can be expected during
project construction. Temporary construction impacts will not adversely affect the
existing aesthetics found in the Tampa Harbor area.
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4.3.2. Biological

a. Manatees. There would be no impact on manatees anticipated provided the
Federal and State manatee protection conditions are adhered to.

b. Seagrasses. There would be no impact on seagrasses from the dredging and the
subsequent turbidity if State water quality standards are met.

c. Migratory birds. There would be a short-term moderate impact on migratory
nesting should the construction occur during the 1 April through the 31 August
timeframe. However, this impact will be minimized by implementing the District’s
Migratory Bird Protection Policy. If the work occurs outside this timeframe, there
would be no adverse impact on these birds. There would be a long-term moderate
benefit to nesting by providing additional suitable habitat for nesting.

4.3.3. Social

a. Recreation. Recreation resources could be minimally impacted by the deposit of
dredged material from the proposed Big Bend Channe] Navigation project onto
CMDA-3D. The proposed project widening and deepening would require CMDA-
3D dikes to be raised. The steep sides of the dikes would further adversely impact
recreation activities using the shoreline of the disposal area.

b. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. As previously described in this
document, no significant cultural resources are recorded in the area of impact for
this study. Based on coordination for the reconnaissance report, the SHPO
concurred with the Jacksonville District’s determination that significant cultural
resources are not likely to be affected by the proposed channel improvements.
Formal coordination with the SHPO for the feasibility phase of this study has been
completed.

4.3.4. Economic Impacts. There would be a minor short-term stimulus to the local
economy from the sale of goods and services in support of the construction. There would
be a long-term minor impact on the regional economy from the increased safe passage of
all types of commercial vessels into this port area.

4.3.5. Cumulative effects. There would be no cumulative effects from the selection of
this alternative.

4.3.6. Unavoidable effects. There would be local temporary increases in turbidity levels
around the dredging operations and a minor impact on navigation from the presence and
operation of the dredging equipment.

4.3.7. Trreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments. There would be no

irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources except for the expenditure of fuels for
the dredging equipment.
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4.4. ALTERNATIVE Plan C4 - Sunken Island Disposal.

44.1.

4.4.2.

44.3.

Physical

a. Water quality. There would be a short-term minor increase in turbidity levels at
the dredging site from the suspension of material in the water column. However,
these turbidity levels would be within State standards.

b. Navigation. There would be a moderate short-term adverse impact on navigation
of vessels entering and leaving the port during construction. There would be a long-
term moderate benefit to vessels entering this port area from safer operations and
from increased vessel size handling capabilities.

c. Acsthetics. Aesthetic resources of Tampa Harbor could be minimally ip ~acted
with the deposit of the project’s dredged material on CMDA-3D. The dikes on the
island would be raised to accommodate the dredging of the Big Bend Channel. Air
poliution, water turbidity, and noise pollution increases can be expected during
project construction. Temporary construction impacts will not adversely affect the
existing aesthetics found in the Tampa Harbor area.

Biological

a. Manatees. There would be no impact on manatees anticipated provided the
Federal and State manatee protection conditions are adhered to.

b. Seagrasses. There would be no impact on seagrass beds located adjacent to the
island from the placement of material if State water quality standards are met. This
would be accomplished by the use of turbidity curtains around the area and avoiding
the seagrass beds. If the beds cannot be avoided the loss would be mitigated.

c. Migratory birds. There would be a short-term moderate impact on migratory
nesting should the construction occur during the 1 April through the 31 August
timeframe. However, this impact will be minimized by implementing the District’s
Migratory Bird Protection Policy. If the work occurs outside this timeframe, there
would be no adverse impact on these birds. There would be a long-term moderate
benefit to nesting by providing additional suitable habitat for nesting.

Social

a. Recreation. Recreation resources could be minimally impacted by the deposit of
dredged material from the proposed Big Bend Channel Navigation project onto
CMDA-3D. The proposed project widening and deepening would require CMDA-
3D dikes to be raised. The steep sides of the dikes would further adversely impact
recreation activities using the shoreline of the disposal area.

b. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. As previously described in
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this document, no significant cultural resources are recorded in the area of impact
for this study. Based on coordination for the reconnaissance report, the SHPO
concurred with the Jacksonville District’s determination that significant cultural
resources are not likely to be affected by the proposed channel improvements.
Formal coordination with the SHPO for the feasibility phase of this study has been
completed.

4.4.4. Economic Impacts. There would be a minor short-term stimulus to the local
economy from the sale of goods and services in support of the construction. There would
be a long-term minor impact on the regional economy from the increased safe passage of
all types of commercial vessels into this port area.

4.4.5. Cumulative effects. There would be no cumulative effects from the selection of
this alternative.

4.4.6. Unavoidable effects. There would be local temporary increases in turbidity levels
around the dredging operations and a minor impact on navigation from the presence and
operation of the dredging equipment.

4.4.7. Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments. There would be no
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources except for the expenditure of fuels for
the dredging equipment.

4.5. ALTERNATIVE Plan C3 - Whiskey Stump Key Disposal
4.5.1. Physical

a. Water quality. There would be a short-term minor increase in turbidity levels at
the dredging site from the suspension of material in the water column. However,
these turbidity levels would be within State standards.

b. Navigation. There would be a moderate short-term adverse impact on navigation
of vessels entering and leaving the port during construction. There would be a long-
term moderate benefit to vessels entering this port area from safer operations and
from increased vessel size handling capabilities.

c. Aesthetics. Aesthetic resources of Tampa Harbor could be minimally impacted
with the deposit of the project’s dredged material on CMDA-3D. The dikes on the
island would be raised to accommodate the dredging of the Big Bend Channel. Air
pollution, water turbidity, and noise pollution increases can be expected during
project construction. Temporary construction impacts will not adversely affect the
existing aesthetics found in the Tampa Harbor area.

4.5.2. Biological

a. Manatees. There would be no impact on manatees anticipated provided the
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Federal and State manatee protection conditions are adhered to.

b Seagrasses. There would be no impacts on seagrasses from dredging and placing
material in disposal areas if State water quality standards are met. This would be
accomplished by the use of turbidity curtains around the placement arca.

c. Migratory birds. There would be a short-term moderate impact on migratory
nesting should the construction occur during the 1 April through the 31 August
timeframe. However, this impact will be minimized by implementing the District’s
Migratory Bird Protection Policy. If the work occurs outside this timeframe, there
would be no adverse impact on these birds. There would be a long-term moderate
benefit to nesting by providing additional suitable habitat for nesting.

4.5.3. Social

a. Recreation. Recreation resources could be minimally impacted by the deposit of
dredged material from the proposed Big Bend Channel Navigation project onto
CMDA-3D. The proposed project widening and deepening would require CMDA-~
3D dikes to be raised. The steep sides of the dikes would further adversely impact
recreation activities using the shoreline of the disposal area.

b. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. As previously described in this
document, no significant cultural resources are recorded in the area of impact for
this stady. Based on coordination for the reconnaissance report, the SHPO
concurred with the Jacksonville District’s determination that significant cultural
resources are not likely to be affected by the proposed channel improvements.
Formal coordination with the SHPO for the feasibility phase of this study has been
completed.

4.5.4. Economic Impacts. There would be a minor short-term stimulus to the local
economy from the sale of goods and services in support of the construction. There would
be a long-term minor impact on the regional economy from the increased safe passage of
all types of commercial vessels into this port area.

4.5.5. Cumulative effects. There would be no cumulative effects from the selection of
this alternative. )

4.5.6. Unavoidable effects. There would be local temporary increases in turbidity levels
around the dredging operations and a minor impact on navigation from the presence and
operation of the dredging equipment.

4.5.7. Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments. There would be no

irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources except for the expenditure of fuels for
the dredging equipment.
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6.0. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS.

6.1. Scoping was conducted by letter dated 26 November 1990 to develop issues, concerns,
and ideas about the project. The comments received expressed concerns for impacts on
migratory birds and manatees (Exhibit IIT).

6.2. The draft EA was circulated to all interested parties for comment by cover letter dated
28 June 1996. The following comments were received (Exhibit III):

6.2.1. The Florida Division of Historical Resources responded to the request for comments
by letter dated 7 August 1996, stating that no archeological or historical sites are recorded
for or likely to be present in the project area and it is unlikely that such sites would be
affected. Therefore, it is the opinion of this office that the proposed work would not affect
historic properties listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

6.2.2. The Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council responded by letter dated 1 August
1996, stated it would submit its comments following the receipt of additional information.

6.2.3. The National Marine Fisheries Service responded by letter dated 23 July 1996
stating that the proposed work is consistent with previous comments and they offer no
additional comments.

6.2.4. The Clearwater Power Squadron, Inc., responded by letter dated 15 July 1996 noted
no serious environmental problems and offered their assistance.

6.2.5. The US Department of Housing and Urban Development responded by letter dated
10 July 1996, stating that the review indicates no significant adverse impacts on any HUD

programs.

6.2.6. The US Environmental Protection Agency responded by letter dated 12 August 1996
stating that the proposals impacts appear relatively straight forward and mitigation should
compensate for significant alterations. We believe that the best management measures
would be implemented during construction and any changes directed by monitoring should
lessen short-term adverse effects. The environmental features proposed appear to be
excellent and should establish a precedent for future development.

6.2.7. The US Department of Interior responded by letter dated 22 August 1996 based on
comments received from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). The Service stated
that it had concerns even with the manatee protection conditions. While no dredge has ever
taken a manatee, it has been documented that associated boat traffic has caused injury or
death. They also stated that seagrasses, an attractant to manatees, have been located in
recent year north of the project area in an area referred to as the "kitchen". The Service
agrees that the bulkhead should keep manatees out of the turning basin. The Service
requests that we reconsider the decision to dredge during the winter months (15 November-
31 March) because the project is adjacent to a state-designated manatee sanctuary. It
recommended an alternative solution would be to dredge the inner channel first and the
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outer channel during the colder months. If this were not possible, then, a Service-approved
biologist be used as an observer at the project and that all service boats with propellers be
fitted with guards. They recommend disposal at CMDA-3D be done outside the bird
nesting season and that any nourishment of Sites C-3 or C-4 avoid impacting seagrass beds.

RESPONSE: We responded by letter dated 3 September 1996 stating we plan to
implement the Districts’ Migratory Bird Protection Policy and avoid impacting bird nesting
season. We do agree that manatees could be impacted by the dredging project and plan to
implement the standard manatee conditions, add a special manatee observer to the
operation, require fitting of guards on propellers and restrict boats speeds to no wake. We
disagree with the use of any window because no deaths or injuries have been ever
attributed to Corps dredging or auxiliary equipment, the dredging is segregated from the
power plant outfall by a bulkhead, and no seagrasses are located within the project area.
The window would significantly limit our ability to construct the project. If limited
construction to daylight hours, the project would cost three times as much and take twice as
long. Since we are trying to avoid the bird nesting season and the manatee window, there
would not be enough time to construct the channel. We believe the impacts to nesting are
almost certain and the impacts to manatees unlikely if we follow the precautions outlined
above.

6.2.8. The Florida Department of Community Affairs acting as the State Clearing house for
comments responded by letter dated 29 August 1996, requesting an extension until 17
September to provide their comments.

RESPONSE: Based on the regulations published by the Department of Commerce for
Coastal Zone Consistency, we are giving the State an additional 15 days to respond.

6.2.9. We have been in constant contact with the DEP and Clearinghouse regarding a
response and any problems associated with their response. A conference telephone call was
conducted with Florida DEP, Tampa Port Authority, Florida Game and Freshwater Fish
Commission and the Clearinghouse on 9 September 1996. On 10 September we conducted
a second conference call with DEP and the Clearinghouse regarding a modification to the
manatee protection conditions. By letter dated 10 September 1996, we agreed to the
additional conditions recommended by DEP. Based on this resolution, DEP provided the
Clearinghouse with a concurrence in our Coastal Zone Consistency Determination.

6.2.10. Mr. Roger Johansson, representing the City of Tampa, Bay Study Group, responded
by letter dated 21 August 1996 stating concerns for seagrasses in the project area and
provided information concerning their location.

RESPONSE: We will incorporate the seagrass information provided.
6.2.11. The Florida Department of Community Affairs, acting as the State Clearinghouse
for review of federal project responded by letter dated 13 September 1996 stating that

proposal had been coordinated the Environmental Assessment in accordance with Executive
Order 12372 and the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA). They received comments
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from the Department of Environmental Protection stating concerns for the large number of
manatees that congregate in the area. It found that as initially proposed the project was
unacceptable. However, with the modifications agreed upon with DEP and the Corps (See
Section 6.2.9) the project is consistent with the CZMA. The DEP also recommended the
use of a hydraulic dredge instead of a clamshell. It also recommended taking precautions
from impacting submerged aquatic vegetation. The DEP also stated that an Environmental
Resources Permit would be required for construction. The Southwest Florida Water
Management District recommended additional analysis of filling the holes and restoration
proposed for the Whiskey Stump Key area. The Florida Game and Freshwater Fish
Commission indicates that several listed species occur in the area and recommends
measures to protect nesting birds and seagrass beds in the area.

RESPONSE: We have incorporated into our manatee protection conditions (Exhibit I)
additional measures to insure that manatees are protected. We cannot exclude certain types
of equipment from bidding on our contracts unless it is restricted through other legal means
such as the Endangered Species Act or Water Quality Certifications. The hydraulic dredge
has been determined to be the most economical method for this project for cost estimating
purposes. We have surveyed the area and the dredging would not directly affect seagrasses.
Seagrass are found adjacent to the beneficial use sites at Whiskey Stump Key area and
impacts would be minimized by the use of silt curtains. A water quality permit would be
sought for the work in accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement between the Corps
and DEP even though dredging does not require a permit in accordance with Section 301 of
the Clean Water Act. The Corps currently has results of various studies conducted by the
Waterways Experiment Station (WES) concerning open-water filling and capping of silt
materials. During the preparation of Plans and Specifications for the filling of these holes,
we will consult with the experts at the WES. We have always recognized the impacts on
migratory bird nesting in the area and because of our concerns have developed the Districts
Migratory Bird Protection Policy which will be implemented for this project.

6.3. A notice of a public meeting was sent to of all interested parties by letter dated 10
July 1996. The public meeting was conducted in Tampa at the Tampa Port Authority
Office on 29 July 1996. A list of attendees is attached.

6.4. A public presentation was given to the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council,
Agency on Bay Management by Mr. Tim Murphy (CESAJ-DP-I) on 12 August 1996.

7.0. INDEX.

aesthetics EA-2, EA-7, EA-8, EA-10, EA-13, EA-14, EA-16, EA-17
affected environment EA-2, EA-8

alternative comparison EA-2, EA-6

alternative formulation EA-3

alternatives EA-2, EA-3, EA-8

authority EA-1, EA-21, EA-22, EA-1

biological EA-IU EA-13, EA-15, EA-16, EA-17, EA-19, EA-23
consultation with others EA-20
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cumulative effects EA-14, EA-15, EA-17, EA-18

decision to be made EA-1, EA-8, EA-1

description of alternatives EA-3

economics EA-2, EA-7, EA-8

environmental consequences EA-13

irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments EA-14, EA-15, EA-17, EA-18

list of preparers EA-19

manatee EA-4, EA-6, EA-9, EA-10, EA-15, EA-16, EA-18, EA-20, EA-21, EA-22

mangrove EA-8, EA-9

methodology EA-2

migratory bird EA-4, EA-5, EA-9, EA-15, EA-16, EA-18, EA-21, EA-22

navigation EA-1, EA-2, EA-3, EA-6, EA-8, EA-10, EA-11, EA-13, EA-14, EA-15,
EA-16, EA-17, EA-18, EA-19, EA-23

no action alternative EA-3, EA-6, EA-13, EA-14

permits required EA-2

physical EA-10, EA-13, EA-14, EA-16, EA-17

preferred alternative EA-3, EA-8

purpose of and need for action EA-1

recreation EA-2, EA-7, EA-8, EA-10, EA-11, EA-14, EA-15, EA-16, EA-18,
EA-19

references EA-22

relevant issues EA-2, EA-10, EA-13

sea turtle EA-9 -

seagrass EA-7, EA-9, EA-10, EA-11, EA-16, EA-21, EA-22

social EA-11, EA-14, EA-15, EA-16, EA-18

unavoidable effects EA-13, EA-14, EA-15, EA-17, EA-18

water quality EA-2, EA-3, EA-4, EA-6, EA-7, EA-8, EA-9, EA-10, EA-13, EA-14,
EA-15, EA-16, EA-17, EA-18, EA-19, EA-22

wetlands EA-9
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EXHIBIT I

ENDANGERED SPECIES CONSULTATION
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September 20, 1993

Planning Division
Environmental Branch

Mr. David L. Ferrell

Field Supervisor

U.8, Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 2676

Vero Beach, Florida 32961-2676

Dear Mr. Ferrell:

This is in reference tc the Tampa Harbor - Big Bend
Navigation Feasibility Study which we are currently conducting.
A Planning Aid Report was submitted to this office by letter
dated December 21, 1990.

The West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus) was identified
as the only species in the area that could be affected by the
project. The Big Bend channel connects the Hillsborough Bay
Channel with the Industrial Port Complex. Manatees congregate
south of this channel during the winter months at the Tampa
Electric Company warmwater outfall. A retaining wall segregates
this power plant outfall from the Industrial Port Complex.
Several islands and shallow-~water areas created by previous
dredging and disposal operations are located south of the Big
Bend channel. These shallow-water areas are sometimes exposed
during low tide. No seagrass beds are located north of the power
plant, they are in fact located along Tampa Bay, south of the
power plant.

Based on this information, we do not believe manatees will be
found in the project area since their food source is located in
the opposite direction and a physical barrier exists between
where they are located and the project area. In addition, the
standard manatee protection conditions established by the state
will be included in the Plans and Specifications. Therefore,
pursuant to Section 7 of the Act, we have determined that there
would be No Effects to the West Indian manatee and are asking for
your concurrence in this matter.

If you have any questions concerning this project, please
contact Mr. Bill Fonferek at 904~232-2803.

Sincerely,

A. J. Salenm N
Chief, Planpjng Division
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STANDARD MANATEE PROTECTION CONDITIONS

9.4.1 Manatee Protection.

9.4.1.1 The Contractor shall instruct all personnel associated with the project of the
potential presence of manatees and right whales and the need to avoid collisions with these
animals.

9.4.1.2 All construction personnel shall be advised that there are civil and criminal
penalties for harming, harassing, or killing manatees and right whales which are protected
under the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
and the Florida Manatee Sanctuary Act. The Contractor shall be held responsible for any
manatee or right whale harmed, harassed, or killed as a result of construction activities.

9.4.1.3 If siltation barriers are used, they shall be made of material in which manatees
cannot become entangled, are properly secured, and are regularly monitored to avoid
manatee entrapment. Barriers must not block manatee entry to or exit from essential
habitat.

9.4.1.4 All vessels associated with the project shall operate at "no wake/idle" speeds at all
times while in waters where the draft of the vessel provides less than a four foot clearance
from the bottom and vessels shall follow routes of deep water whenever possible. Boats
used to transport personnel shall be shallow-draft vessels, preferably of the light-
displacement category where navigational safety permits.

9.4.1.5 If a manatee(s) is sighted within 100 yards of the project area, all appropriate
precautions shall be implemented by the Contractor to ensure protection of the manatee.
These precautions shall include the operation of all moving equipment no closer than 50
feet of a manatee. If a manatee is closer than 50 feet to moving equipment or the.project
area, the equipment shall be shut down and all construction activities shall cease to ensure
protection of the manatee. Construction activities shall not resume until the manatee has
departed the project area.

9.4.1.6 9.4.1.6 Prior to commencement of construction, each vessel involved in
construction activities shall display n a prominent location,
visible t lpy i " x 11"

The Contractor shall remove the placards upon completion of construction.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
6620 Southpoint Drive South
Suite 310

Jacksonville, Florida 32216

Chief, Environmental Resources Branch

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CESAJ-PD-E)
P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Florida Marine Patrol’s District 8 Office
2510 2nd Avenue North
Jacksonville Beach, Florida 32250

Area Engineer,

9.4.1.9. Manatee Observer. The contractor shall have a special manatee observer onboard
to watch for manatees and advise the contractor about avoiding impacts to manatees. The
observer will be approved by either Florida Department of Environmental Protection or the
US Fish and Wildlife Service and be a qualified biologist knowledgeable about manatees
and their behavior. The observer shall be responsible for keeping the manatee log.

9.4.1.10. Equipment. All auxiliary vessels equipped with propellers shall be fitted with
propeller guards and shall operate at no wake speeds.

9.4.1.11. Work shall be halted and reconsultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service
and the Department of Environmental Protection will be initiated should, as a result of this
project, any person, at any time, by any means or in any manner, intentionally or
negligently, annoy, molest, harass, or disturb any manatee.

9.4.1.12. Clamshell—typé dredges will be restricted to daylight hours during the winter
manatee window of 15 November through 31 March.
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9.4.1.7 Any collisions with a manatee or sighting of any injured or incapacitated manatee
shall be reported immediately to the Corps of Engineers. The order of contact within the
Corps of Engineers shall be as follows:

Order of Contact of Corps Personnel
for Dredging Contractor to Report
Manatee Death or Injury

Telephone Number

Title Work Hours After Hours
Corps, Inspector On site Lodging Location
Mr. ., Area Engineer,

(CESAI-_-_)

Dr. Hanley K. Smith, Chief
Environmental Resources Branch,
Planning Division (CESAJ-PD-E) 904/232-2202 904/745-0632

Mr. C. Alex Morrison, Acting Chief,

Construction Branch, Construction-
Operations Division (CESAJ-CO-C) 904/232-1120 904/367-0758

Mr. Girlamo DiChiara, Chief
Construction-Operations
Division (CESAJ-CO) 904/232-1122 904/737-1909

The Contractor shall also immediately report any take of a manatee to the Florida Marine
Patrol "Manatee Hotline" (800) 342-5367 as well as the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Jacksonville Endangered Species Field Station (904)
232-2580 and the Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Protected Species at
(904) 922-4330.

9.4.1.8 The Contractor shall maintain a daily log detailing sightings, collisions, or injuries
to manatees occurring during the contract period. The data shall be recorded on forms
provided by the Contracting Officer (sample form is appended to the end of this section).
All data in original form shall be forwarded directly to Dr. Hanley K. Smith, Chief
Environmental Resources Branch, P. O. Box 4970, Jacksonville, Florida, 32232-0019,
within 10 days of collection and copies of the data will be supplied to the Contracting
Officer. Within 15 days, following project completion, a report summarizing the above
incidents and sightings, including a list and addresses of all observers utilized during the
construction will be submitted to the following:

Florida Department of Natural Resources
Office of Protected Species

3900 Commonwealth Blvd. Mail Station 245
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
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EXHIBIT II

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT REPORT
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TAMPA HARBOR - BIG BEND
NAVIGATION FEASIBILITY STUDY
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report

Submitted to Jacksonville District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville, Florida

Prepared by: Bruce Birnhak, Project Biologist
Approved by: David L. Ferrell, Field Supervisor

Vero Beach, Florida, Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Vero Beach, Florida
February 1994

FEBRUARY, 1994
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Corps of Engineers (Corps) has requested a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Report from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) regarding the environmental
impacts of widening and deepening the Big Bend Channel and recommendations on
alternative spoil disposal sites that could benefit fish and wildlife. resources in Tampa
Bay, Hilisborough County, Florida. The Service does not anticipate adverse impacts to
general fish and wildlife resources from the project; however, fo protect the endangered
West Indian manatee, the Conservation Recommendations listed in the enclosed
Biological Opinion should become an integral component of any Federally authorized
project.

It is the Service’s opinion that the most beneficial use of the spoil material would be to
place it on the Alafia Bank to alleviate erosion of one of the nation’s premier bird nesting
sites. Other acceptable spoil locations are the two dredge holes near Whiskey Key. Use
of the Whiskey Key site would improve water quality, thus benefitting fish and wildlife
resources. Spoil could also be placed on spoil island 3D; however, this would require
implementation of our recommended management plan to protect the many nesting
shorebirds on the island in accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

The Service is opposed to your plan for open water disposal immediately south of Big

Bend Channel because of adverse impacts to the shallow water benthic community, loss
of estuarine seagrass beds, and disruption of water circulation patterns.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

P.0.BOX 2676
VERQ BEACH, FLORIDA 32361.2676

February 4, 1994

Colone! Terrence C. Salt
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Attn: Planning Division
Dear Colonel Sait:

In accordance with Section 2(b) and other provisions of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the Fish and
Wildlife Service has completed the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report on the
Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Navigation Channel Feasibility Study, Hilisborough County,
Florida.

This report is provided in accordance with the 1993 Scope of Work for this project by
providing the Fish and Wildlife’s (Service) evaluation of impacts for dredging of the Big
Bend channel as well as offering recommendations on alternative spoil sites as described
by the Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers.

Letters of concurrence have been received from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish
Commission and the National Marine Fisheries Service and are included in the
Attachments section of the report. This report constitutes the final report of the Secretary
of the Interior as required by Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and represents the views of the Department of the Interior.

This report is forwarded to you for inclusion in the Environmental Assessment for this

Federal project.

Sincerely yours,
1

qu«f»ﬁd’\) GI, ed } {j
\

David L. Ferrell
Field Supervisor
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channel Navigation Feasibility Study was authorized by
Senate and House Résolutions adopted May 29, 1979, and November 14, 1979,
respectively. The primary purpose of the Corps of Engineers (Corps) study is to
determine the need and feasibility of widening and deepening Big Bend Channel, as well
as disposing of the spoil material.

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Big Bend Channel connects a multi-owner Industrial Port Complex with the -
Hillsborough Bay Ship Channel. The channel is about 2.2 miles long, 35 feet deep at
mean low water and 200 feet wide, with a turning basin 1,000 feet long by 700 to 1500
feet wide. The Corps will examine the feasibility of widening the channel 50 feet and
deepening it about 2-3 feet. The spoil material consists of good quality sand. Various
alternative locations are being considered as spoil disposat sites for the material dredged
from the channel. These include four upland disposal sites, two dredge holes in the
vicinity of Whiskey Key, open water disposal along the Big Bend Channel, and use of
spoil island 3D.

IIi. DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AREA
Hillsborough County is situated on Tampa Bay in central Florida. The proposed project
is located within Tampa Bay about one mile north of the town of Apollo Beach (Fig.1).

IV. FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Taxa and Important Species
Birds
Dunstan and Lewis (1974) list 83 species of birds associated with marine habitats that

occur in Tampa Bay. Spoil island 3D alone supports an estimated 20,000 nests of the
laughing gull.
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During Service field inspections, the following bird species in the project area were
observed: brown pelican, laughing gull, ring-billed gull, cormorant, green heron, and
black-necked stilt. According to the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission,
the emergent spoil islands south of Big Bend Channel serve as breeding areas for the
American oystercatcher. Species of migrating birds are protected under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act. The Service recommends measures to avoid impacts to migratory birds
and maintains permitting authority over such actions.

Fish

Springer and Woodburn (1960) in their study of the fishes of the Tampa Bay

area, reported that 253 species had been collected or observed in the

region. Comp (1977) accounted for 56 species of fish at Big Bend. Ninety one percent
of the fish collected consisted of the following ten species: tidewater silverside, bay
anchovy, longnose killifish, spotfin mojarra, striped mullet, sheepshead minnow, silver
jenny, rough silverside, scaled sardine, and pinfish.

West Indian manatee

The endangered West Indian manatee is found within the vicinity of the Big Bend
Channel. During periods of cold weather, they congregate at the outfall of Big Bend
Power Plant which is located immmediately south 3/4 mile from the eastern end of the Big
Bend Channel. During the months of November through March, up to sixty manatees
have been observed using the heated discharge of the Big Bend Power Plant for their
survival.

V. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE OBSERVATIONS

On June 9 and July 27, 1993, Service biologists inspected the project area. One of the
main goals of our study was to ascertain the impact of the proposed project on
seagrassbeds. We were aware from a published seagrass study performed by the
Southwest Water Management District that no seagrass was found in this section of
Tampa Bay. Because of reduced light penetration in the project area, we limited our
seagrass search to depths less than -7 feet mean sea level. We surveyed the area with a
depth recorder and snorkeled those areas where shallow depths were found. Sand
bottom was encountered on all the shallow water areas investigated. N

Water depths in the area where the channel is proposed for widening is about 15 feet
deep mean low water (m.1l.w.) which is below the depth of seagrass growth in the area.
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SPOIL DISPOSAL
The location of the spoil disposal sites is shown on Figure 1.

a. OPEN WATER SPOII SITES
Big Bend Open Water Disposal Site
This proposed spoil area was used in the past to create a series of four spoil islands.
These spoil islands occur south of and parallel to the Big Bend spoil island. Two of
these islands are emergent, approximately four acres in size and occur on the east and
west end of the Big Bend Channel. The two middle islands are submerged about three
feet below m.L.w. The only grassbeds observed were small patches of Cuban shoalgrass
(Halodule wrightii) found on the western side of the eastern emergent spoil island.
These grassbeds occupy an area of approximately one-half an acre.
Whiskey Key
Two borrow sites are present on the east and west side of Whiskey Key. The depths of

these dredge holes are about 12 feet deep m.l.w. while the surrounding substrate
consisted of shallow sand flats approximately one foot deep at the time of inspection.

b. UPLAND SPOIL SITES
Port Redwing

This site is a 284-acre man-made spoil created area vegetated by Brazilian pepper and
cabbage palm.

Site 3
This.potential spoil area is 183 acres in size and is used as an improved pasture.
Sites 11 & 12

These spoil sites occur adjacent to one another and are farmland presently under
cultivation.
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c. SPOIL ISLAND 3D

This is 2 man-made spoil island about 500 acres in size that is located approximately one
and one half miles offshore in Hillsborough Bay. The island was constructed by the
Corps and is designed as a spoil disposal area.

The island has become an important shorebird nesting area as the following data
demonstrate. This information was provided by Rich Paul, National Audubon Society
(personal communication), and reflects the nest counts on the island in 1991.

Species Number of Nests
American Oystercatcher 10
Laughing Gull 10,000-20,000
Caspian Tern 65
Royal Tern 20
Black Skimmer 110
Alafia Bank

This area, comprised of two dredged material islands totalling about 49 acres, is a
National Audubon Society Sanctuary. These islands are located about 2.8 miles north of
the project area and occur at the mouth of the Alafia River. 10-15,000 pairs of breeding
birds use the site, which makes it the largest mixed-species bird breeding colony in the
State of Florida. Nesting diversity also may be unrivalled in Florida, with up to 20
species breeding annually. These two islands are presently being eroded. The following
species of birds have been recorded nesting on the Alafia Bank: anhinga, brown pelican,
double-crested cormorant, great blue heron, green heron, snowy egret, little blue heron,
tricolored heron, reddish egret, cattle egret, black-crowned night heron, yellow-crowned
night heron, white ibis, glossy ibis and roseate spoonbill.
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VI. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

The following represents the Biological Opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant
to Section 7(a) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) conceming the
Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Navigation Feasibility Study. An administrative record of this
consultation is on file in the Vero Beach, Florida, Field Office.

PROPOSED PROJECT

The Corps of Engineers has determined that the proposed project would have no effect on
the West Indian manatee. The Service does not concur with this determination and
believes the project "may affect” the West Indian manatee.

There have been seven manatee mortalities attributed to boat/barge collisions from 1974
through December 1990. Manatees aggregate at the Tampa Electric Company warm
water discharge during the cooler months. The State of Florida has designated this area
as a manatee protection zone from November 15-March 31. This manatee protection
zone is located 1 mile south of the proposed project. The Corps has stated that they wiil
condition the contracts for the proposed project with the standard construction precautions
to protect manatees. Therefore, it is our Biological Opinion that this project may
adversely affect but is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the West Indian
manatee.

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS
Section 7(a)(1) of the Act directs Federal Agencies to utilize their authorities to further
the purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of
endangered and threatened species.
To further reduce the impact of the proposed project on the manatee, the Service
recommends the following conditions, in addition to the standard construction
precautions, be made part of any dredging contract issued for this project:

1. That the standard manatee conditions be included in any contract issued for
the work.

2. That no dredging occur between November 15 and March 31.
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INCIDENTAL TAKE

Sections 4(d) and 9 of the Act, as amended, prohibit taking (harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of
listed species of fish or wildlife without a special exemption. Harm is further defined to
include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury to
listed species by significantly impairing behavioral patterns such as breeding, feeding, or
sheltering. Harass is defined as actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed
species to such an extent as to significantly disrupts normal behavior patterns which
include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering. Under the terms of
Section 7(b)(4) and 7(0)(2), taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the
agency action is not considered a prohibited taking provided that such taking is in
compliance with the terms and conditions of this incidental take statement. The measures
described and conditions of this incidental take statement. The measures described below
are nondiscretionary, and must be implemented by the agency so that they become
binding conditions of any grant or permit issued to the applicant, as appropriate, in order
for the exemption in Section 7(0)(2) to apply.

The Federal agency has a continuing responsibility to regulate the activity that is covered
by this incidental take statement. If the agency fails to require the applicant to adbere to
the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement through enforceable terms that
are added to the permit or grant document, the protective coverage of Section 7(0)(2)
may lapse. .

We have reviewed the biological information and other available information relevant to
this action. Based upon our review, incidental take is not anticipated for the manatee
during implementation of this project. If an accident involving a manatee occurs, all
work should cease, and our Vero Beach, Florida, Field Office should be notified
immediately (407-562-3909) (1360 U.S. Highway 1, Suite 5, Vero Beach, Florida
32960), as well as the Manatee Hotline (1-800-DIALFMP).

This completes consultation in accordance with the Act. If there are modifications made
in the project or if additional information becomes available relating to threatened or
endangered species, reinitiation of formal consultation may be required under 50 CFR
Section 402.16.

134



VII. IMPACTS

Big Bend Open Water Disposal Site

Creating emergent spoil islands south of the Big Bend Channel would inhibit tidal
circulation and destroy a half acre of seagrassbeds.

Whiskey Key

Filling in the two dredge holes in the vicinity of Whiskey Key to one foot m.L.w. would
be beneficial to the benthic community and would improve the dissolved oxygen level of
‘the surrounding waters.

Upiand Spoil Sites

Deposition of spoil in the four identified upland sites would not adversely impact fish and
wildlife resources.

Spoil Island 3D

We would also not be opposed to spoiling on spoil island 3D if the nesting shorebirds and
gulls are protected. To:protect these nesting shorebirds the Service advises that material
deposition shall not occur during the nesting season, which is April 1 to September 1.
We also advise that vegetative encroachment on the spoil island shall be managed to
provide barren npest sites. Techniques such as prescribed burning, tilling, and raking are
acceptable control methods, and shall be compieted outside the nesting season. It is
envisioned that when vegetation becomes dense and relatively high, it will need to be
controlled probably every three years.

Alafia Bank

The most beneficial use of the spoil material that will be dredged from Big Bend Channel
would be to place it on Alafia Bank to inhibit erosion of the two islands. As mentioned
previously, these are the most important mixed-colony bird breeding islands in Florida
and their continual longevity demands a commitment to stabilize these islands. (see
attached National Audubon Society letter requesting spoil material to alleviate erosion at
this location).
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VIII. DISCUSSION

The project area is located in Tampa Bay which has been designated a National Estuary
under the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Estuary Program. This means the
estuary has outstanding natural resource values of national significance. In view of these
outstanding values it is important that resource protection be given the highest degre¢of
consideration when planning projects that may alter the natural systems. These
outstanding values should be properly reflected in the Benefit/Cost ratio for this pro_lect
Environmental benefits should receive greater weight for this estuary. .

Widening and deepening the Big Bend Channel will have a temporary adverse impact on
the benthic community of marine worms, mollusks and echinoderms but would be
expected to recolonize the channel over several years.

One of the spoil areas, Alafia Bank, is an important rookery area for a variety of bird
species. Placing spoil on the eroding Alafia Bank would protect this bird rookery of
national significance and should thus receive the highest environmental benefit.

As mentioned previously, if raising of the dikes surrounding spoil island 3D is
contemplated the potential exists for harming the shorebirds and gulls that nest in high
numbers on this spoil island. To prevent adverse impact to the birds (and thus avoid
violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) spoil should not be placed on this island
during the nesting season.

Filling in the deep holes in the vicinity of Whiskey Key would also produce
environmental benefits by providing shallow water habitat as well as increasing-the water
quality of the area.

Spoil placement on the upland sites would have a neutral benefit to the environment.
While spoil disposal in the Big Bend open water disposal site would have negative
environmental consequences as it could cover benthic habitat, fill estuarine grassbeds and
disrupt circulation patterns in the area.

The endangered West Indian manatee could also be adversely impacted by the channel

dredging, however implementation of our Conservation Recommendations listed in the
Biological Opinion on the manatee should adequately protect this species. -
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Spoil Site Ranking

The following is a priority listing of the spoil sites in relation to their importance in
enhancing fish and wildlife resources.

1.

The most important spoil disposal area to benefit an extremely important bird
breeding area wouid be to place spoil on the Alafia Bank to inhibit erosion. Spoil
placement would have to occur during the breeding birds colgSny non-nesting season
{September 2 to March 31).

Filling in the deep borrow sites in the vicinity of Whiskey Key will benefit the
beathic community and raise the dissolved oxygen level of the nearby water column.

. Spoil placement on spoil island 3D needs careful planning so as not to impact the

breeding shorebirds that nest on this island. No material deposition should occur
during the nesting season, which is April 1 to September 1. Also, vegetative
encroachment on the island should be managed to provide barren nest sites.

Spoiling on any of the four upland disposal sites should have minimal adverse impact
on fish and wildlife resources.

Creating spoil islands south of Big Bend Channel could destroy benthic habitat and
create water circulation problems.

IX. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERV[CE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Fish and Wildiife Service recommends the following be included in Tampa Harbor-
Big Bend Navigation Feasibility Study:

1. The proposed open water disposal area located south of the Big Bend
o Channel be should be deleted from project plans because of adverse
environmental effects.

2. The highest priority should be given to providing the spoil needs of the
Alafia Bank and its irreplaceable nesting bird colonies

- A. No spoil should be placed during the bltds' breeding season whxch is
April 1 to September 1.
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3. The remaining spoil material (that material in excess of that needed for the
Alafia Bank) could be placed on spoil island 3D.

A. No spoil should be placed during the shorebird nesting
season, which is April 1 to September 1.

B. Vegetative encroachment o;’i spoil disposal island 3D should be
managed to provide barren’ nest sites. Techniques such as prescribed
burning, tilling, and raking are acceptable control methods, and should
be completed outside the nesting season. It is envisioned that when
vegetation becomes dense and relatively high, it will need to be
controlled probably every three years.

4. The Conservation Recommendations that were listed in our Biological
Opinion for the endangered West Indian manatee should be made part of the
Feasibility Stody. .

X. SUMMARY

The Corps has requested a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report from the Service
regarding the environmental impacts of widening and deepening the existing Big Bend
Channel as well as explore for beneficial uses of the resultant spoil material. Channel
dredging will have minimal adverse impact on fish and wildlife resources, as long as the
Conservation Recommendations to protect the manatee are implemented and spoil
placement is carefully planned.

The Services preferred use of the spoil material to benefit fish and wildlife resources
would be to place it on the Alafia Bank to alleviate erosion. The next preferred area to
place the spoil would be to fill the two deep dredge holes found at Whiskey Key. Spoil
placement at spoil island 3D would serve to raise the dikes of the island allowing
additional storage of dredged spoil which would temporarily alleviate the need to build
additional large spoil disposal islands in Tampa Bay. Our aforementioned management
plan to protect the nesting shorebirds would have to be implemented if the spoil island 3D
disposal site is selected. Spoiling on any of the four upland disposal sites would have no
adverse effects on fish and wildlife resources.

The Service is opposed to the open water disposal site located south of Big Bend Channel
because of its adverse impact on the shallow water benthic community, including one-half
acre of seagrassbeds. Placement of spoil in this area will also disrupt local water
circulation patterns. Therefore, we recommend that this disposal area be deleted from
consideration in the Feasibility Study.
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Mr. Dave Ferrell

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

P.0. Box 2676

Vero Beach, Florida 32961-2676

RE: Hillsborough County, Draft
Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act Report on Tampa Harbor-Big
Bend Navigation Feasibility
Study, October 1993

Dear Mr. Ferrell:

The Office of Envirommental Services of the Florida Game and Fresh Water
Fish Commission has reviewed the proposed revised report on the referenced
project, and concurs with your findings and recommendations as specified in
the report.

Please call me if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

radley J.
Office of

s
n, Director

ironmental Services

BJH/JWB3/1lav
ENV 1-5-2
bigbendt. fus
ce: Colonel Terrence C. Salt
District Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 43970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0012
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Mr. David L. Ferrell

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Post Office Box 2676

Vero Beach, Florida 3261-2676

Dear Mr. Ferrell:

This responds to your October 12, 1993 request for concurrence
and comments regarding the October 1993 Draft Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report for the Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channel
Navigation Feasibility Study. The existing channel is
approximately 2.2 miles long, 35 feet deep and 200 feet wide and
connects a multi-owner industrial port complex with the
Hillsborough Bay Ship Channel. The proposal is to widen the
channel 50 feet and deepen it 2-~3 feet.

The proposed project would not impact submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV) and depths in the project area depths are
approximately -15 feet mean low water. In view of this, we agree
that impacts, resulting from the dredging, to living marine
resources (LMR) are expected to be minimal and temporary.

Placement of the dredge material could be beneficial, adverse or
immaterial to LMRs. Beneficial uses of the material could
include providing adequate elevation and creating emergent marsh
for protection of the Alafia Bank or by filling the deep borrow
pits (that historically experience low dissolved oxygen) near
Whiskey Key. We strongly agree that no open water disposal
should cccur south of the Big Bend Charmnel due to the presence of
SAV and shallow water habitat. However, we believe that use of
Disposal Island 3D, thereby reducing its overall capacity, should
not be considered if upland disposal sites are available. . Upland
disposal would not affect LMRs.

In view of the above, the National Marine Fisheries Service
recommends the following:

1) That upland disposal have higher priority than Disposal
Island 3D on disposal site ranking list in Section VII; and,

2) That filling of the borrow sites near Whiskey Key and use of
upland disposal sites be recommended instead of Disposal
Island 3D in Section IX.
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If you have any questions regarding these comments, or if we can
be of further assistance, please contact Mr. David N. Dale at
813/893-3503.

Sincerely,

éfiﬂzpi;i;a£§7¢¢uz\
Andreas Mager, Jr.

Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Conservation Division

cc:

F/SEO2
F/SE023-St PETE
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National Audubon Society

TAMPA BAY SANCTUARIES
410 WARE BLVD, SUITE 500, TAMPA, FL 33619 (813) 623-6826

September 23, 1993

RECEIVED
Mr. David Ferrell, Field Supervisor ~en
Office of Ecological Services SEP 27 i:saé.
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service B
P. O. Box 2676

Vero Beach, FL 32961
Subject: Need for dred terial additiops at Alafi n
Dear Mr. Ferrell:

. We are the stewards of several important bird colonies in the
Tampa Bay region." The most important of these occurs on a pair of
dredge material islands in Hillsborough Bay known as the Alafia
Bank. In 1993, an estimated 10,000 breeding pairs of 22 species
nested at this site, including nine state-listed Species of Special
Concern (Brown Pelican, Snowy Egret, Little Blue Heron, Tricolored
Heron, Reddish Egret, White Ibis, Roseate Spoonbill, Black Skimmer,
and American Oystercatcher). In addition, 75 pairs of Caspian Terns
nested here, the only known breeding site for this species in Florida.
None of these species is currently federally listed, although the
Brown Pelican was formerly classified as Endangered and the
Reddish Egret.is currently a "Category 2" species.

By several measures, the Alafia Bank is one of the outstanding
bird colonies in the nation. The Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish
Commission recently ranked it as the most important colony in the
state. In most years, it is one of the largest half-dozen or so colonies
in the eastern U. S., and formerly (1940s-1950s) considered to be the
largest colony in the country. With 17-22 species nesting annually
since at least 1980, it is the most diverse colony in the nation.

The islands occur on the south side of the Alafia ship channel
just outside the mouth of the Alafia River, and were created by
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sidecasting of dredge spoils during channel construction in the late
1920s. The western end of the island chain has always been subject
to chronic erosion. One of the islands, "Sunken Island”, eroded away
by the 1950s and was rebuilt during channel deepening in 1960. To
counter continuing erosion, clean sand dredged during the Tampa
Harbor Deepening Project was placed at the western end of Sunken
Island in a fishhook configuration in November 1977. A pianting
project inside the new cove.resulted in the rapid development of a
solid mangrove stand, and within 7 years of planting, herons and ibis- -
had begun nesting in the new habitat. o ’ .

The cove continues to provide mangrove nesting habitat for up’
to 2000 pairs of nesting birds, while the barren uplands behind are
used by nesting gulls, terns, and skimmers. The cove also features a
diversity of habitats not fully anticipated at the time the project was
planned. Mussel bars have formed under the mangroves. Two small
creeks and a shifting salt barren testify to the dynamic forces still at
work, and provide important fishery values. Fringing Spartina
patches offer marsh habitats for small mullet and killifish, and are
heavily used by marsh snails (Littorina sp.). A sand bar at the
southeastern margin of the cove is an important roost site for a wide
variety of resident, migrant and wintering bird species. Large
numbers of diamond-backed terrapins use the cove, and its
shorelines provide excellent redfishing for a few local guides. We
consider this an excellent example of a coastal habitat creation
project, with outstanding ecological benefits.

Erosion continues at Alafia Bank, along the major east-west
shorelines and especially at the northwest and southwest corners of
the Extension. Accretion does occur at some sites, but it does not
equal the losses due to erosion. Since I have been here (I3 years),
shoreline ‘recession has resulted in the loss of significant amounts of
nesting habitat. Both routine annual forces and major storm events
cause the damage. In the severe March 13 storm, for example, up to
40 feet of shoreline recession was measured at permanent transects.
Continuing erosion threatens the long-term suitability of Alafia Bank
as a colony site.

We believe that the only feasible way to counter these habitat
losses is to periodically add material to the island. Construction-
grade material is not often available, so opportunities arc few. Two
such opportunities appear to exist now: the proposed deepening of
{he Alafia channel, and the decpening/widening of the Big Bend
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channel. 1 believe that these may be the last opportunities to obtain
construction-grade material for the next 40-50 years, since it is
unlikely that new channels will be dredged in Hillsborough Bay nor
that existing channels will again be deepened.

As the manager of the sanctuary, I must look to the future
security of the site. Without construction-grade material available in
the future, and with erosion a continuing force, I believe it is very
important to obtain material now to ensure the long-term .
availability of nesting habitat. I have discussed our needs with Bill
Fonferek of the Corps of Engineers, Gray Gordon and Dean
Kleinschmidt of Cargill Fertilizer, and Bruce Birnhak of your office,
and look forward to continuing those discussions to ensure that any
proposed project design offers the maximum ecological benefit
possible, and a future for this outstanding colony. ’

I invite your support of the beneficial use of dredge material at
Alafia Bank.

Sincerely,

Richard T. Paul
Manager

cc:  Bruce Birnhak
Frank Dunstan, NAS
Bill Fonferek, COE
Gray Gordon, Cargill Fertilizer

145



EXHIBIT III

AGENCY COORDINATION
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Planning Division
Environmental Resources Branch

TO ADDRESSES LISTED

The Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is
beginning to gather information to help define issties and concerns
that will be addressed in a Study of Navigation Improvements to the
Big Bend Channel in Tampa Bay, Hillsborough County, Florida.

The Big Bend Channel connects a multiowner Industrial Port
Complex with the Hillsborough Bay ship channel. It is about 2.2
miles long, 35 feet deep at mean low-water and 200 feet-wide with
a turning basin 1,000 feet long by 700 to 1500 feet wide. The
Corps of Engineers will examine the feasibility of maintenance
dredging the existing channel with placement of the dredged
material on disposal island 3D. The feasibility of widening and
deepening Big Bend Channel, with dredged material disposal on
uplands and/or disposal islands, will also be examined.

We welcome your views, comments and information about
resources, study objectives and important features within the
described study area, as well as any suggested improvements.
Letters of comments or inquiry should be addressed to the attention
of Planning Divigion, Environmental Studies Section and received in -
this office by”December 20, 1990.

Sincerely,

Mann G. Davis IIT
Acting Chief, Planning Division
Enclosure
LANG/CESAJ-PD-ES/3691
WL/10/15/90/RKD
?oum/czsm-pb-ns
MAZER/CESAJ-PD-ER
MITH/CESAJ-PD~E
BAILEY/CESAJ-PD-N
TRAIN/CESAJ~PD~P
F# AVIS/CESAJ-PD-A
ALEM/CESAJ~PD
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NATIONAL

Director .
Office of Federal Activities
Envirconmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, SW (A-104)
Washington, DC 20460 (5 cys)

Director
Department of Commerce
?g /CS/EC/Room 6222

th and Constitution Ave., NW
washington, DC 20230 (4cys)

Director . - .
Office of Environmental Cémpliance
Degartmant of Energy, RM 4G064

1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20585 (2cys)

Mr. Gregg Chappell

Federal %mergency Mgt. Admin.
Room 714

500 C Street, sSW

Washington, DC 20472

Mr., Bruce Blanchard, Director
Office of Envir. Project Review
Dept. of the Interior, RM 4241
18th and C Street

Washington, DC 20240 (1l2cys)

Chief

Environmental Impacts Branch

US Enviromnmental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 400

New York, NY 10278~0001

Dr. Kenneth Holt

Office of the Director

Center for Environmental Health
and Injury Control/F29

Centers for Disease Control
1600 Clifton Rd

Atlanta, GA 30333 (2cys)

Mr. Gregg Chappell

Federal %mergency Mgmt. Admin.
Room 714

500 C Street, SW

Washington, DC 20472

Mr. Bruce Blanchard, Director
Office of Envir. Project Review
Dept. of the Interior, Room 4241
18th and C Streets NW
Washington, DC 20240 (12 cys)

Chief

Environmental Impacts Branch
US Envir. Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 400
New York, NY 10278-0001

Executive Director . )

Advisory Council on Historic
Pregervation

The 0ld Post Office Bldg.

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW #809

Washington, DC 20004-2590
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South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council
one Southpark Circle

, Suite 306
Charleston, SC 29407

Florida

Florida Audubon Society
11101 Audubon Wa
Maitland, FL 32751-5451

Mr. John Rains, Jr.
Isaak Walton League

of America, Inc.
5314 Bay State Rd.
Palmetto, FL .:33561-9712

Field Supervisor . .
US Fish and Wildlife Service
PO Box 2676

Vero Beach, FL 32961-2676

State Clearinghouse 3
Office of Planning & Budgeting
Executive Office of the Governor
The Capitol (16 cys)
Tallahassee, FL 32301-8074

Florida Wildlife Federation
PO Box 6870
Tallahassee, FL 32314-6870

Mr. George W. Percy, Director
Division of HIstorlical Resources
State Historic Preservation Officer
R.A. Graﬁ Buildin

500 South Bronougdi

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Field Supervisor .
Jacksonville Field Office |
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
3100 University Boulevard South
Jacksonville, FL 32216

Dr. Elaine Harrington -
Florida Chapter

Sierra Club

927 Delores Dr.

Tallahassee, FL. 32301-2929

Florida Defenders of the Environment
1523 NW 4th Street
Gainesville, FL 32601

State Conservationist

Soil Conservation Service
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture
401 First Ave. SE
Gainesville, FL 32601-6816

Regional Environmental Officer
Hou51ng & Urban Development
Room 600-C

75 Spring Street, SW

Atlanta, GA 30303-3309 (2cys)

Commander (OAN) . .
Seventh Coast Guard District
909 SE 1lst Avenue

Bricknell Plaza Federal Bldg.
Miami, FL 33131-3050

150



Mr. Heinz Mueller
Environmental Policy Section
EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland St. NE

Atlanta, GA 30365-2401 (5cys)

Regional Director L.
Insurance & Mitigation Division
FEMA

1371 Peachtree Street NE
Atlanta, GA 30303-3309

Mr. Earl J. Tullos

State Topographic Bureau, DOT
605 Suwannee Street

Mail Stop 56

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Professor John Gifford

. Department of Anthropology
“University of Miami

Coral Gables, FL 33124

State Director
ASCS .

US Dept. of Agriculture

PO Drawer 670

Gainesville, FL 32602-0670

Southern Region Forester
US Forest Sérvice

Dept. of Agriculture
1720 Peachfree Rd. NW
Atlanta, GA 30309-2405

Natjonal Marine Fisheries Service
Environmental Assessment Branch
3500 Delwood Beach R4

Panama City, FL 32407-7499

National Marine Fisheries Service
Chief, Protected Species
Management Branch

9450 Koger Boulevard

st. Petersburg, FL 33702-2496

National Marine Fisheries Sexvice
Office of the Regional Director
9450 Koger Boulevard

st. Petersburg, FL 33702-2496

Regional Director .
U.S5. Fish and Wildlife Service
75 Spring Street, SW

Atlanta, GA 30303-3309

Mr. Justin Gillis

Miami Herald

5555 Hollywood

Boulevard

Hollywood, FL. 33021-6496

Wilderness Society
4055 Ponce de Leoh Boulevard
Coral Gables, FL 33146

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians
of Florida

PO Box 440021

Tamiami Station

Miami, FL 33144
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s1v. mI&EIS
GAl:  FLSOL g )
$ROSECE! STUDY OF NAVIGATION IHMPRGVEWENTS 70 THE BIC BEND C-
BAHRBL {h’ TRHPR BAY, RILLSBORGUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA -

RECEIVED: 11/"27,‘56 ) requesting review
under #ts ination and réggew process. This has
mwammmlm(w)m,mm,mmmmmm
communications with this ofice mnungmeapplmnmorpnyed.

The State Clearinghouse will coordinate a review of the or project to Presi-
dential Executive Order 12372; Gubematorial Executive Order Number 83-150; section 216212,
Florida Statutes; the National Environmental Policy Act; the Florida approved coastal management
program: the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act: and other federal or informational review
requirements. I
The review begins on the date mwresaondﬂmsmbzfzwsemdanng\omeand
nomually is completed in 30 days, although longer review petiods of 45 and 60 days are permitted
by federal la;ybrspegiﬁclyp&ofq)plkaﬁaﬁorpmjaxs.mlabndmmeedda}ed

if additional i needed by reviewing agencies, in which case you will be notified. Please
send three {3) copies of your application or project to the appropriate Regional Planring Council
{RPC), if applicable.

FLORIDA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Executive Office of the Govermor/OPB

Growth Management and Planning Policy Unit
The Capitol. Tallahassee, Florida 323990001
(904) 488-8114: (SunCom) 278-8114
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STATE OF FLGRIDA

®ffice of the Bovernor

THE CAPITOL
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-000)

GOVERNOR

January 28, 1991

Mr. Eddie Salem
Acting Chief, Planning Division
Department of the Army
Jacksonville District,

Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-001%

RE: Study of Navigation Improvements to the Big Bend Channel in
Tampa Bay, Hillsborough County, Florida

SAI: FL9011270620C
Dear Mr. Salem:

The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidential
Executive Order 12372, Gubernatorial Executive Order 83-150, the
Coastal Zone Management Act and the National Environmental Policy
Act, has coordinated a review of the above referenced project.

Pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372, the project will
be in accord with State plans, programs, procedures and
objectives when consideration is given to and action taken on the
enclosed comments and requirements of our reviewing agencies.

Please review the enclosed letters from the Department of
community Affairs (DCA), Department of Environmental Regulation
(DER), Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and Game and Fresh
Water Fish Commission (GFWFC). Subsequent reviews of this
project will focus on the issues identified by state agencies.

The federal agency did not provide a federal consistency
determination for this project in accordance with 15 CFR 930,
subpart C. However, the State has completed a review of the
project information available at this time. Based on this
information, the project at this stage is consistent with the
Florida Coastal Management Program. Although the State does not
object to the proposed work, we have identified several issues
which must be resolved as the project progresses through later
stages of planning, design and funding. As required by 15 CFR
930.34 and .37, at each major point of decision-making the
federal agency is required to submit a consistency determination



for the State's review. The format and content of the
determination are described in 15 CFR 930.34 - .39. The State's
continued agreement with this project will be based, in part, on
adequate reconciliation of previously identified concerns.

This letter reflects your compliance with Presidential Executive
Order 12372.

Singerel}y, N
601’*0/

Estus D. Whitfield, Deputy Director

State Clearinghouse

EDW/rt
Enclosure(s)

cc: Department of Community Affairs
Department of Environmental Regulation
Department of Natural Resources
Department of State
Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission
Ted Hoehn - Department of Environmental Regulation
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- STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

2740 CENTERVIEW DRIVE « TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32394
OB MARTINEZ THOMAS G. PELHAM
&S

NI )
¥ MORA Doy . .

: ©BTATE vl niSHOURE,
TO Director, State Clearinghouse -
FPROM: Thomas G. Palham, Secretary

SUBJECT: Proposed Study of Navigation Improvements to the Big
Bend Channel in Tampa Bay, SAI $§FL2011278520C

DATE: January 2, 1981

The feollowing comments are provided in response to-the U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE) request for input on the proposed
Study of Navigation Improvements to the Big Bend Channel in Tampa
Bay, Hillsborough County, Fiorida.

The proposed study, which will evaluate the feasibility of
the COE accepting maintenance responsibility for the existing Big
Bend Channel and expanding the channel beyond its current design
dimensions, should consider the relevant deepwater port master
plan and local governmeént comprehensive plans prepared according
to the statewide planning requirements of Chapter 163, Part II,
Florida Statutes (F.S.). As one of Florida‘’s 12 designated deep-
vater ports, the Port of Tampa is reguired to prepare a master
plan in accordance with the provisions of Sectien 163.3178{2} {c},
F.S. The port master plan includes plans for future in-water
naintenance and expansion and goals, objectives, and policies
covering a variety of coastal management issues. The port plan
must be incorporated into the Coastal Management Element of the
appropriate local government comprehensive plan, which, in this
case, is Hillsborough County. The Hillsborough County Plan also
includes various goals, objectives, and policies covering coartal
issues. Consideration should be given to the relevent provisions
of these approved plans to aveid conflicts with study recommen-
dations.

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT » HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT » RESOURCE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT
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The Department also recommends the study contain a thorough
evaluation of project costs to local sponsors. Assuming mainte-
nance responsibility for this existing private channel suggests
there may be additional financial obligations for local sponsors
(i.e., the port authority or local government). These costs must
be accurately projected so local sponsors can determine if the
project is financially feasible.

There are also a number of potential environmental impacts
related to dredging and spoil disposal in the Big Bend area of
Tampa Bay including temporary and long term impacts to water
quality, submerged and terrestrial habitats, and endangered spe-~
cies. In addition to the Port of Tampa master plan and the
Hillsborough County comprehensive plan there are other resource
protection plans for Tampa Bay being prepared under the state’s
Surface Water Improvement and Management Program and the federal
National Estuary Program. While the approach taken under these
various planning efforts may vary, they do share similar goals
for protecting marine resources and natural systems in Tampa Bay.
Conventional approaches used elsewhere or in the past, may no
longer be appropriate if they conflict with these adopted plans.
Innovative alternatives may be needed to achieve compatibility
and further the integrated planning strategy Florida has insti-
tuted and we encourage exploring such considerations as-part of
the proposed study.

If you have any gquestions about these comments, please con-
tact Keith McCarron at (904) 922-5438.

TGP/ Kknw
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Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Bldg. @ 2600 Blair Stone Road @ Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Bob Martinez, Governor Dale Toachtmann, Secretary Johei Shearer, Assistant Secretary
Frovres

Mr. Don Henningsen, Senior Government Analyst
Intergovernmental Coordination

Office of the Governor

4i3 Carlton Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001

Dear Mr. Henningsen:

RE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Preliminary Study of
Navigation Improvements to Big Bend Channel in Tampa Bay
SAT No: FL90I1270620C

The Department of Environmental Regulation has reviewed the
referenced study and has the following suggestions and comments.-

We have no objections to the maintenance dredging of the channel or
placement of dredged materials on disposal islands such as Island
3D. To allow continued use of the disposal island sites in the
area the Corps of Engineers should continue to work closely with
the Tampa Port Authority to ensure the site's longevity through
proper handling of sediments during their deposition and reuse of
dewatered material.

Mapping of seégrass and seagrass regeneration in the affected area
should be accomplished to aid in the protection of these valuable
resource. Precautions and various dredging methodologies should be
considered to protect any seagrass beds in the project area. When
dredging is complete, consideration should be given to revegetating
the island’'s shorelines to decrease erosion and improve wildlife

habitat. Many of these disposal island sites have become bird
rookeries and reestablishment of similar habitats sHould be
attempted.

Data should be collected documenting existing conditions in the
project site. Sediments should be tested for the presence of
metals such as Al, Cd, Hg, Cu, Zn, P, Cr and any other harmful
metals suspected to be present. Sediments should also be tested
for levels of nutrient and pesticides. Boring logs should be
presented showing all lavers to be penetrated along with their
grain size distribution.

S E-% g
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Early consideration of these issues will improve the quality of
this project and minimize its impacte on the bay system.
Preapplication coordination.with our Bureau c? Wetlands Resource
Management is recommended. Pursuant to 15 CFR 930, subpart C, the
Corps is required to evaluate the consistency of this project with
the Florida Coastal Management Program and submit its determination
to the state. A consistency determination should be provided at
each decision point and accompany each planning and environmental
document prepared for this project. If you should have any
questions please call Stephen Brooker at 904/ 488-0130.

Agency Assistance Coordinator
Division of Water Management

SKH/tsb
cc: Rick Garrity
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Lawton Chiles
Govemor

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCE: St o S

. Bok Butterworth

Harjory Stoneman Douglas Building Attormer Genrral
T 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard Gerald Lewix

o Gardner, Brocutive Director Tallahassee, Florids 32399 State Comptrulier
Tom Gallagher

State Treasrer

Bob Crawford

N Compissioner of S

. January 28, 1991 o i

Mr. Estus Whitfield

Office of Planning and Budgeting
Executive Office of the Governor
The Capitol .
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001

Dear Mr. Whitfield:

SAT No. FL9001127062C, USACE~-Jacksonville District
study of Navigation Inprovements, Big Bend Channpel
Tampa Bay, Hillsborough County

The Department has reviewed the above referenced document. The
only comments we have were related to the protection of manatees.
We have supplied those comments directly to the Corps of Engineers
and have enclosed a copy for your reference. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on this study.

Sincerely.,
pavid W. Arnold
senior Management Analyst

Enclosure

JAN 29 199

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
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stre o oo DECELVIR)

of the Guuernor DEC 4 1990
THE CAPITOL ;
ALLAHASS! Div. of Resource Mgmt.
E B FIORIDA 313590001 Dept. of Natural Resources
Bos MmNEz
GOVERNOR Date: DEC 3 3 1996
Comment Due Date:M_
FL 7
saLe: FL901127 0620¢
3
T0: Department of Natural Resources rﬁg{gW?rias
FROM: State Cleari-ng_hou_se

JAN 29 1991

SUBJECT: Intergovernmental Coordination (formerly A-95) Federal
Consistency Project Review Process

The attached Notification of Intent to Apply for Federal Assistance (Standard Form 424 Application}
or other federaily reguired document (e.g., Environmental Impact Statement, Fishery Management Plan,
Consistency Detenmination, etc.) is forwarded to your agency for review and comment in

accordance with:

Intergovernmental Coordination and Review Process (ICSRP), pursuant to Presidential Executive
Order 12372 and Governor‘s Executive Order 83-150,

Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 and Federal Regulations (15 CFR 930) requiring an
£ evaluation of the document for consistency with the Florida Coastal Hanagement Progrzm (FCMP).

D Other

1f the document requires a CZMA/ECMP consistency evaluation, it is categorized as one of the
following:

D Eederal Assistance to State or local Goversments (15 CER 930, Subpart F). State agencies are
required to evaluate the consistency of the activity, .

Direct Federal Activity {15 CFR 930, Subpart ¢). - Federal agencies are required to Furmsh a
consistency determination for the State's concurrence or cbjection.

Subpart E). Operators are required to provide a consistency certification for state
concurrence/objection,

Federal Licensing or Permitting Act\wtx (15 CFR 930, Subpart D}. Such projects will only be

D Quter Continental Shelf Exploration. Development or Production Activities (15 CFR 930,
D evaluated for consistency when there is not an analogous state license or permit.

Your review and comments for State Clearinghouse projects should address themselves o the extent
to which the project is in accord with or coniributes to the fulfiliment of your agency’s plans or
the achievement of your projects, programs and objectives.
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WG A0y
Lawion Chiles
Govermor
St overgg T Jim Swith
cLORIA wucaraiuisi OF NATURAL RESOURCES Sesreuar of Snie
N Bob Bottermorth
Hisrjory Sloneman Douglas Building Attoreey Graeral
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard i Gerald Lewic
Tom Gardaes, Executive Tirectos Tallahassee, Florida 32399 State Compteeies
Tom Gallaghet

January 11, 1991 s:;“'m'"

— Croford
) ]_F//F“’ R ﬂ insioner of Ageiculure
: -t Betty Caxtor

Tomisdaner of Sdraton

Mann G, Davis IXX T JAN 11 1991

Acting Chief, Plahning Division

United States Army Corps of Engineers OEPUTY punrayant
Post Office Box 43870 . EXECUTIVT - = <ng
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 Fon v ee z
RE: Peasibility Study of Big Bend Channel, Tampa Bay

SAI No. F190011270620C

Dear Mr. Davis:

The intent of this letter is to address the Corps' reguest
for information to help define issues and concerns that will be
addressed in their Study of Navigation Improvements to the Big Bend
Channel in Tampa Bay, Hillsborough County, Florida.

The Division of Marine. Resources has concerns about the
proposed project with respect to its possible effects on the
endangered West Indian Manatee, Trichechus manatus Jlatirostris.
Aerial surveys, sighting reports and mortality data all show that
the endangered West Indian Manatee regularly occurs throughout
Tampa Bay.

- Manatee distribution in Tampa Bay during the year is variable.
They congregate during the months of November through March near
the Tampa Electric Company's (TECO) Big Bend generating plant at
Apollec Beach on the east side of the bay and the Florida Power
Corporations's Bartow power plant at Weedon Island on the west side
of +the bay. During cold pericds more than 100 nanatees, =2
significant percentage of the west coast manatee population, have
been observed at the warm water discharges of the power plants.
During the fall and warmer periods of the winter, manatees travel
between the power plants and utilize the extensive feeding habitats
nearby. From TECO Big Bend plant manatees move north to the Alafia
River and south to the Manatee River. From Bartow power plant, the
manatees utilize the extensive grassbeds in 0ld Tampa Bay. During
cold snaps, the animals move back into the warm water refugia of
the power plants. Manatees will disperse throughout Tampa Bay
during the warmer periods of the year.
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To reduce possible impacts to manatees, we recommend that
standard manatee protection construction conditions be used.
Further, the dredging of the Big Bend Channel should not be done
from November 15 through March 31 and we strongly suggest the
dredging take place between June 1 and August 31.

Sincerely,

DIVISI OF MARINE RESOURCES
> %A_/

Patrick M. Rose
Environmental Adnmiinistrator

PMR/wbb
ce:  Pam McVety
' Charles Futch
David Arnold
Bol Turner, USFWS
29BIGBEND.DR
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for projects circulated for evaluation of consistency with the FCHMP, the process is slightly
different., An additional review is not necessary as your plans, policies and cbjectives ace,
inlarge part, mandated by appropriate Florida statutory authority. However, for consistency review
purposes, it is suggested that your comments in response to the attached document be expressed

as frllows.

Based on an analysis of the mandatory enforceable provisions and recommended policies of the core
FCHP statutes and impiementing rules which your agency administers,
the proposed activity is:

e Comsistent

e  Hot Consistent. Objections to an activity must describe how the proposed project is
inconsistent with the specific provisieas included in the FCMP and alternatives if any, which
if adopted, would allow the activity to be consistent.

L} Not consistent due to failure to provide sufficient information to assess the consistency of
the activity. Objections or findings of inconsistency based on insufficient information must
describe the nature of information is necessary to determine consistency.

Should you need additional information frow the applicant for ICERP purposes or to evaliiie the
consistency of the project with the FCMP, please contact the applicant for the required informetion
and notify this office by the due date. The State Clearinghouse will promptly inform the applicant
that a project review cannot be compieted until such information is provided to reviewers. Should 2
conference be necessary, please contact this office as soon as possible. Timely response is
essential in order to preserve the state's rights in both ICRP and CZMA Consistency proceedings.

Please check the appropriate box below, provide any comments on your agency's statiomary and return
to the State Clearinghouse by the due date. In both telephone conversation and written
correspondence, please refer to the State Application Identifier {SAI} number. '

Enclosure
E.0. 12372 FEOERAL
CONSISTENCY

T0: Director
State Clearinghouse 3 wo comment CONSISTENT
Office of Planning and Budgeting (COMMENTS ATTACHED)
Executive OFfice of the Governor -
The Capitol . ﬂl“m"“ [3 wor conststent
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001 ATTACHED {COMMENTS ATYACTHED)

(904) 488-8114

Frow;___ DNR
FL9011 27 ps20¢

SAL#:

mvtswn/suxsw:&}/ﬂ ﬂﬂw
REVIEWER: @//v/ 1% %A/q/

DaTE: [-28. 12
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Jim Smith
Secretary of State

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCE&'
R.A. Gray Building .
Tallahassee, Florida 323990250 OEC 1 1999
(904) 488-1480 ST
AT LL“ﬂth

et
December ‘12, 1990 Ouee

Ms. Karen K. MacFarland, Director In Reply Refer To:
State Planning and Development Laura A. Kammerer
Clearinghouse Historic Sites

office of Planning and Budgeting Specialist

The Capitol (904) 487-2333
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001 Project File No. 903536

RE: Cultural Resource aAssessment Request
SAI# FL9011270620C
Department of the Army - Corps of Engineers
Study of Navigation Improvements
Big Bend Channel in Tampa Bay
Hillsborough County, Florida

Dear Ms. MacFarland:

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 C.F.R., Part
800 ("Protection of Historic Properties"), we have reviewed the
above referenced project for possible impact to archaeological
and historical sites or properties listed, or eligible for
listing, in the National Reglster of Historic Places. The
authority for this procedure is the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 8$-665), as amended.

A review of the Florida Master Site File indicates that nd
significant archaeological or historical sites are recorded for
or considered llkely to be present within the project area.
Furthermore, it is the opinion of this agency that because of the
project locatlon and/or nature it is considered unllkely that any
such sites will be affected. Therefore, it is the opinion of
this office that the proposed project will have no effect on any
sites listed, or eligible for listing in the National Register.
project may proceed without further involvement with this agency.

If you have any gquestions concerning our comments, please do not
hesitate to contact us. Your interest in protecting Florida’s
archaeological and historic resources is appreciated.

anse . W olhons

Geor e W. Percy, Director

Division of Historical Resources
and

State Historic Preservation Officer

erely,
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FLORIDA GAME AND FRESH WATER FISH COMMiSSICN

’ ;vﬂl'.l.ll\M (—;.' BOSTICK, JR. DON \;i;k.l( T THOMAS L. HIRES, SR. MRS, GILBERT W. HUMPHREY JOE MARLIN HILLIARD
Winter Elaven Orlando Lake Wales Miceusuker

FARRIS BRYANT BUILIING

610 South Merudiaa Strect

Tatishassee, Flonda 52 399-3600
(904} 488- 1960

ROBERT M. BRANTLY, Execwtive Director
ALLAN L. EGBERT, Ph.D., Assistant Fxccutive Director

December 20, 1990

Ms. Karen MacFarland, Director
Florida State Clearinghouse
Executive Office of the Governor
Office of Planning and Budgeting
The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001

RE: $Aal §fFL9011270620C,
Hillsborough County, Big Bend
Channel Dredging, USACOE

Dear Ms. MacFarland:

The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Game and Fresh Water
Fish Commission has reviewed tie referenced document, and offers the following
comments . T

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) is proposing to maintenance
dredge an existing private channel, known as the Big Bend Channel. Currently,
the channel is 2.2 miles long, 35 feet deep at mean low water, and 200 feet
wide, with a turning basin 1,000 feet long by 700 to 1,500 feet wide. The
spoil material would be placed on disposal island 3D. The COE is also
examining widening and deepening the Big Bend Channel to an unspecified
extent.

OQur biologist reviewed the project and spoil sites on December 17, 1990.
There are several environmental concerns associated with the proposed project.
Spoil island 3D is 2 nationally significant colonial nesting bird rookery for
least terns (threatened), black skimmers, American oystercatchers (species of
special concern - SSC), 20,000 to 40,000 pairs of laughing gulls, royal terns,
sandwich terns, and the only Florida colony of Caspian terns. The island is
also a documented feeding area for reddish egrec (SSC), snowy egret (SSC),
lirtle blue heron (SSC), black-necked stilt, and American oystercatcher (SSC).

The existing channel is flanked by extensive shoals, some of which were
created by past dredge spoil disposal. Seagrass beds are present in the areas
surrounding the existing turning basin and the channel near the turning basin.
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Small islands south of the channel entrance are the site of historic
mitigation studies, and are utilized for nesting by American oystercatchers
and as foraging sites for wading birds. The West Indian manatee (endangared)
is documented to utilize the turning basin area and adjacent seagrass beds for
temperature refuge and feeding.

We recommend that project impacts to natural habitats and the bird
rookery islands be eliminated wherever possible. Existing dike failures on
island 3D should be repaired. No loss of existing seagrass beds shollld be
permitted. The small islands and associated shoals adjacent to the channel
should also be preserved. Any proposed spoil deposition to island 3D should
occur only between the months of September to March, ocutside the normal
shorebird nesting season.

The proposed expansion of the federal maintenance dredging
responsibility should be carefully examined, particularly with regard to
future environmmental impacts incurred when spoil island 3D reaches capacity
prior to its design lifetime. A careful examination should also be made of
the conflicting goals of deepening and widening channels which impact water
quality and habitat resources that the Tampa Bay Surface Water Improvement and
Management (SWIM) program is attempting to protect, enhance, and restore.

Sincerely,

Bradley J. Hffag Diréctor
Office of Enud{ronmental Services

BJH/JWB3/rs

ENV 1-3-2

ce: Mr. Mann G. Davis III
Planning Division
USA Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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W agenct

REGION 1V

345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30365

April 8, 1991

44 prt

Colonel Bruce A. Malson
District Engineer, Jacksonville
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232

ATTN: Mr. A.J. Salem, Planning Division

Subject: Reconnaissance Phase Study on Tampa Harbor-Big
Bend Channel and hAlafia River

Colonel Malson:

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA, Region IV
has reviewed the subject document which examines a number of
options related to upgrading the navigation
capacities/capabilities at the Big Bend port facility. Certain
of the assumptions used to determine the economic basis of a
federal interest in this project are perplexing. For example,
it was assumed that after the January 1992 maintenance
operation no further excavation would be performed. Moreover,
it was posited that the work at Big Bend could not be c’oupled
with any other dredging in Tampa Bay. We acknowledge that this
is a point of view, but it appears flawed from a common sense
perspective. Technical staff have discussed these issties with
the study manager and, we feel sure that they will be explained
in greater detail in the forthcoming documentation.

We would like to suggest that these studies also examine the
possibility of using this project as a means of performing some
environmental mitigation for all the previous navigation work
in Tampa Bay. There are any number of possibilities to
compensate for the significant alterations/adverse
environmental consequences attendant to these actions.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this action. If we
can be of further assistance in this matter, Dr. Gerald Miller
(404-347-3776) will serve as initial point of contact.

Sincerely,

— fieinz J. Mueller, Chief
‘Environmental Policy Section
Federal Activities Branch

167



z““oum], o

&

¢ ED ST
[ T

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

W agenst

meg& REGION 1V

345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E.
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365

March 9, 1991

Colonel Bruce A. Malson
District Engineer, Jacksonville
P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232

APTN: Mr. A.J. Salem, Planning Division

Subject: Reconnaissance Phase Study on Tampa Harbor-Big
Bend Channel and Alafia River

Colonel Malson:

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA, Region IV
has reviewed the subject document which examines a number of
options related to upgrading the navigation
capacities/capabilities at the Big Bend port facility. In
general, the proposed structural measures and the environmental
consequences thereof are relatively straight forward. However,
certain of the assumptions used to determine the economic basis
of a federal interest in this project are perplexing. For
example, it was assumed that after the January 1992 maintenance
operation no further excavation would be performed. Moreover,
it was posited that the work at Big Bend could not be coupled
with any other dredging in Tampa Bay. We acknowledge that this
is a point of view, but it appears flawed from a common sense
perspective. Technical staff have discussed these issues with
the study manager and, we feel sure that they will be explained
in greater detail in the forthcoming documentation.

We would like to suggest that these studies also examine the
possibility of using this project as a means of performing some
environmental mitigation for all the previous navigation work

in Tampa Bay. There are any number of possibilities to
compensate for the significant alterations/adverse
environmental consequences  attendant to these. actions. We

believe that these measures could be structured into the
engineering plans such that both the environment and _.the net
economic costs of the project would benefit.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this action. If we
can be of further assistance in this matter, Dr. Gerald Miller
(404-347-3776) will serve as initial point of contact.

Sincerely,

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
Environmental Policy Section

168



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LE

P.O. BOX 4970
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232-0019

o i3
Planning Divisioen 29 N 18

Environmental Branch

TO WHOM YT MAY CORCERN:

The Jacksonville District, U.S5. Army Corps of Engineers is
completing a study on the feasibility of providing a navigation
improvement for the Tampa Harkor - Big Bend Navigation Channel as
a Federal project. Enclosed are the draft Finding of No
Significant Impact, the Draft Feasibility Report, Draft
Environmental Assessment, and preliminary evaluation pursuant to
Section 404(b){1) of the Clean Water Act for the proposed action.

In compliance with requirements of the National Envirommental
Policy Act, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers regulations (ER 1105-2-100 and ER 200~2-2); we
are asking for your comments concerning the proposed action. In
addition, any person who has an interest may reguest a public
nearing. The reguest must be submitted in writing within 30 days
of the date of this notice and must clearly set forth the
interest which may be affected and the manner in which the
interest may be affected by this activity. A public meeting is
planned concerning this action. The time and location of the
public meeting will be announced.

The final decision on the proposed action will reflect the
national concern for both protection and utilization of important
resources. The benefit which reasonably may be expected to
accrue from the proposal must be balanced against it reasonably
foreseeable detriments. All factors which may be relevant-to the
proposal will be considered including the cumulative effects
therecf; among those are conservation, economics, aesthetics,
general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties,
fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, floodplain values, land
use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretien, recreation,
water supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs,
safety, food and fiber production, mineral needs, consideration
of property ownership and, in general, the needs and welfare of
the people.

Provide your response to me at the letterhead address within
30 days of the date of this letter. If you have any guestions
concerning this public notice or the public meeting, contact
Mr. Bill Fonferek at 994-232-2803 or fax to 904-232-3442.

Sincerely,

)ﬁJQM

A. J. Salem
Chief, Planning Division

Enclosure
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HONORABLE JOHN A GRANT
SENATE DISTRICT 13

610 W WATERS AVE STE A
TAMPA FL 33604

HONORABLE CHARLIE CRIST
SENATE DISTRICT 20

360 CENTRAL AVE STE 1210
ST PETERSBURG FL 33701

HONORABLE MALCOLM E BEARD
PRESIDENT PRO TEM

SENATE DISTRICT 23

P O BOX 3565

PLANT CITY FL 33564-3565

HONORABLE R Z SAFLEY
HOUSE DISTRICT 48

28051 U S 19 NORTH STE B
CLEARWATER FL 34621-2647

HONORABLE FAYE B CULP

HOUSE DISTRICT 57

4302 HENDERSON BLVD STE 113
TAMPA FL 33629

HONORABLE LESLEY MILLER JR
HOUSE DISTRICT 59

1302 N 19TH ST STE 103
TAMPA FL 33605

HONORABLE CARL LITTLEFIELD
HOUSE DISTRICT 61

38108 MERIDIAN AVE

DADE CITY FL 33525
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HONORABLE RICK DANTZLER
SENATE DISTRICT 17

P O BOX 9225

WINTER HAVEN FL 33883

HONORABLE JAMES HARGRETT
SENATE DISTRICT 21

P O BOX 11025

TAMPA FL 33680

HONORABLE ROB WALLACE
HOUSE DISTRICT 47

P O BOX 274207

TAMPA FL_ 33688-4207

HONORABLE JIM DAVIS
HOUSE DISTRICT 56

P O BOX 1851

TAMPA FL 33601-1851

HONORABLE ELVIN L, MARTINEZ
HOUSE DISTRICT 58
2058 TAMPA BAY BLVD STE B
TAMPA FL 33607

HONORABLE VICTOR CRIST
HOUSE DISTRICT 60
11814 N 56TH ST STE C

. TEMPLE TERRACE FL 33617

HONORABLE BUDDY JOHNSON
HOUSE DISTRICT 62

P O DRAWER 3158

PLANT CITY FL 33564-3158



HONCRABLE JOHN LAURENT
HOUSE DISTRICT 66

250 N CLARK AVE

BARTOW FL 33830

HONORABLE JACK LATVALA
SENATE DISTRICT 19

35111 U 8 HWY 19 N STE 203
PALM HARBOR FL 34684

HONORABLE LARRY CROW
HOUSE DISTRICT 49
1096 PINEHURST ROAD
DUNEDIN FL 34698

HONORABLE MARY BRENNAN
HOUSE DISTRICT 51

6251 44TH ST N STE 7
PINELLAS PARK FL 34665

HONORABLE LARS A HAFNER
HOUSE DISTRICT 53

1301 66TH ST N

ST PETERSBURG FL 33710

HONORABLE RUDOLPH BRADLEY
HOUSE DISTRICT 55

THE TOWER

424 CENTRAL AVE STE 904
ST PETERSBURG FL 33701

HONORABLE C W (BILL) YOUNG
10TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
144 18T AVENUE S STE 627
ST PETERSBURG FL 33701

7

HONORABLE MARK R OGLES
HOUSE DISTRICT 67

1101 6TH AVE W STE 212
BRADENTON FL 34205

HONORABLE DONALD C SULLIVAN
SENATE DISTRICT 22

8050 SEMINOLE OFFICE CTR #330

SEMINOLE FL 34642

HONORABLE JOHN MORRONTI
HOUSE DISTRICT 50

2331 BELLEAIR RD STE C
CLEARWATER FL 34624-1729

HONORABLE PETER RUDY WALLACE
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF

REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE OF

FLORIDA, HOUSE DISTRICT 52
360 CENTRAL AVE STE 740
ST PETERSBURG FL 33731

HONORABLE DENNIS L JONES
HOUSE DISTRICT 54

8940 SEMINOLE BLVD
SEMINOLE FL 34642-3850

HONORABLE MICHAEL BILIRAKIS
9TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT

1100 CLEVELAND STREET STE 1600

CLEARWATER FL 34615

HONORABLE SAM M GIBBONS
11TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
2002 N LOIS AVE STE 260
TAMPA FL 33607



HONORABLE CHARLES T CANADY
12TH CONGRESSIONAL. DISTRICT
FEDERAL BLDG

124 S TENNESSEE AVE
LAKELAND FL 33801

HONORABLE BOB GRAHAM
P O BOX 3050
TALLAHASSEE FL 32315

FL DEPT OF ENVIRON PROTECTION
FLORIDA MARINE RESEARCH INST
DIV OF MARINE RESOURCES

100 EIGTH AVENUE S E

ST PETERSBURG FL 33701-5085

CHAIRPERSON

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

LINCOLN CENTER SUITE 881

5401 WEST KENNEDY BLVD

TAMPA FIL. 33609-2486

CHIEF

BUREAU OF WETLAND RESOURCES MGMT

FL. DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
2600 BILAIR STONE RD

TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-2400

SOUTHWEST FL REG PLANNING COUNCIL
4980 BAYLINE DRIVE, PO BOX 3455
N FT MYERS FL 33918-3455

DIRECTOR

OFFICE OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES
(A-104)

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION. AGENCY

401 M STREET SW

WASHINGTON D C 20024-2610 (5 CYS)
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HONCRABLE DAN MILLER

13TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
1751 MOUNT ST STE A-2
SARASOTA FL 34236

HONCRABLE CONNIE MACK
150 S MONROE ST STE 305
TALLAHASSEE FL 32301-1561

DIRECTOR

ORGANIZED FISHERMEN OF FLORIDA
CORTEZ CHAPTER

P O BOX 118

CORTEZ FL 34215

MR KIRBY GREEN

DIRECTOR DIV OF BEACHES AND SHORES
FL DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL. PROTECTION
3900 COMMONWEALTH BLVD

TALLAHASSEE FIL 32399

CHAIRMAN CLEARINGHQUSE REVIEW
TAMPA BAY REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
9455 KOGER BOULEVARD

ST PETERSBURG FL 33702

MOTE MARINE LABORATORY
1600 KEN THOMPSON PARKWAY
SARASOTA FL 34236

REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL: OFFICER
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
ROOM 600-C

75 SPRING STREET SW

ATLANTA GA ~30303-3309 (2 CY¥S)



COMMANDER (OAN)

SEVENTH COAST GUARD DISTRICT

909 SOUTHEAST 1ST AVENUE
BRICKNELL PLAZA FEDERAL BUILDING
MIAMI FL 33131-3050

REGIONAL DIRECTOR

INSURANCE AND MITIGATION DIVISION
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
1371 PEACHTREE STREET NE

ATLANTA GA 30303-3309

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
OFFICE OF THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR
9721 EXECUTIVE CENTER DRIVE NORTH
8T PETERSBURG FL 33712

REGIONAL DIRECTOR

U 8 FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1875 CENTURY BOULEVARD
ATLANTA GA 30345

FLORIDA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
2555 SHUMARD OAK BO
TALLAHASSEE FL. 32399-2100 (16 CYS)

DIRECTOR

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
R A GRAY BUILDING

TALLAHASSEE FL 32399

DIRECTOR
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
REVIEW - ROOM 4241

U 8 DEPT OF THE INTERIOR
18TH AND C STREETS N W

WASHINGTON D C 20240 {12 cys)
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW SECTION

U S ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IV

345 COURTLAND STREET NE

ATLANTA GA 30365-2401 (5 C¥S)

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT BRANCH
3500 DELWOOD BEACH ROAD

PANAMA CITY FL 32407-7499

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
CHIEF PROTECTED SPECIES MGMT BRANCH
9721 EXECUTIVE CENTER DRIVE NORTH
ST PETERSBURG FL 33712

FIELD SUPERVISOR

U & FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
6620 SOUTHPOINT DRIVE SOUTH
SUITE 310

JACKSONVILLE FL 32216-0912

~

MR JAMES B TERRY

CHIEF COASTAL/GIS MANAGEMENT SECT
PINELLAS CO DEPT OF PUBLIC WORKS
440 CQURT ST

CLEARWATER FL 34616

MAYOR OF TREASURE ISLAND
120 108TH AVENUE
TREASURE ISLAND FL 33706

CHIEF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS BRANCH
US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
26 FEDERAL PLAZA ROOM 400

NEW YORK NY 10278-0001



DIRECTOR

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

OFF OF ENERGY/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
1100 L STREET

WASHINGTON D C 20005-4013

DR SUSAN S BELL
DEPARTMENT OF BIOLOGY
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH FLORIDA
TAMPA FL 33620-5150

MR PATRICK HO

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
P O BOX 111

TAMPA FL 33601-~0111

GC SERVICE
P O BOX 22048
TAMPA FL = 33607

MR MIKE PERRY
SWIM

7601 HWY 301 N
TAMPA FL. 33637

MR ROBIN LEWIS

LEWIS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES INC
P O BOX 20005

TAMPA FL 33622-0005

MR RICH PAUL

NATIONAIL: AUDUBON REPRESENTATIVE
FOR FLORIDA WEST COAST

410 WARE BLVD STE 500

TAMPA FL 33619
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FLORIDA AUDUBON SOCIETY

460 SEMORAN BLVD

SUITE 200

CASSELBERRY FL 32707-4939

MAYOR

CITY OF ST PETERSBURG BEACH
7701 BOCA CIEGA DRIVE

ST PETERSBURG BEACH FL 33706

MR BILL SIMPSON

IMC - AGRICO COMPANY
BIG BEND TERMINAL

P O BOX 458

GIBSONTON FL 33534-5823

DR WAYNE ECHELBERGER JR

U S8 F COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING
DEPT OF CIVIL ENGINEERING
4202 E FOWLER AVE ENG 139
TAMPA FL. 33620-5350

.

MR ROGER JOHANSSON

WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT
CITY OF TAMPA

4700 MARITIME BLVD

TAMPA FL 33605

MR FRANK MOHR

U S ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P O BOX 19247

TAMPA FL 33686-9247

MR BOB STETLER

FL DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
3804 COCONUT PALM DR

TAMPA FL 33619-8318



MR STEVE FIDLER
OPERATIONS MANAGER
TAMPA PORT AUTHORITY
P O BOX 2192

TAMPA FL 33601

MR CARL FIELLAND
PORT ENGINEER

TAMPA PORT AUTHORITY
P O BOX 2192

TAMPA FL. 33601

MS NANCY JOINER

FL GAME AND FISH COMMISSION
3900 DANEFIELD ROAD
LAKELAND FL 33811

MR JIM BEEVER

FL GAME AND FISH COMMISSION
29200 TUCKERS GRADE

PUNTA GORDA FL 33955

MR TOM REIS

SOUTHWEST FL WATER MANAGEMENT DIST
7601 HWY 301 N

TAMPA FL 33637

MR DANNY ALBERDI
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY EPC
1900 9TH AVE

TAMPA FI. 33605

TAMPA. TRIBUNE
PO BOX 191
TAMPA FL 33601
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MR DAVID A PARSCHE
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGER
TAMPA PORT AUTHORITY
P O BOX 2192

TAMPA FL 33601

DR WILLIAM FEHRING

GREINER INC

(TAMPA PORT AUTHORITY CONSULTANT)
P O BOX 31646

TAMPA FL 33631-3416

MR ALLEN BURDETT

FL. DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
3804 COCONUT PALM DRIVE

TAMPA FL 33619

MS SUZANNE COOPER

TAMPA BAY REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
AREA ON BAY MANAGEMENT

9455 KOGER BLVD

ST PETERSBURG FL 33702

~

MR GRAY GORDON
CARGILL FERTILIZER
8813 HWY 41 8
RIVERVIEW FL, 33569

ST PETERSBURG TIMES
490 FIRST AVENUE SOUTH .
ST PETERSBURG FL 33731-1121

MR MARK ALDERSON

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

SARASOTA BAY NATL EST PROG
5333 N TAMIAMI TRAIL SUITE 4
SARASOTA FL 34234



M5 SHELLY ALLEN

DIVISION OF MARINE RESOURCES
FL DEP

SOUTHWEST DISTRICT OFFICE
3804 COCONUT PALM DRIVE
TAMPA F1. 33619

MR BOB BAKER

EGMONT KEY STATE PARK
4275 - 34TH STREET SOUTH
BOX 326

ST PETERSBURG FL 33711

MR ROBERT C BROWN

WATER QUALITY ADMINISTRATOR

MANATEE COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL
ACTION COMMISSION

P O BOX 1000

BRADENTON FIL. 34206

MS SARAH CHILDS

LYKES BROTHERS INC

SEVEN LYKES ROAD

LAKE PLACID FLORIDA 33852

COMMANDING OFFICER

MARINE SAFETY OFFICE

U S COAST GUARD

ATTENTION: LT DAVE NICHOLS
155 COLUMBIA DRIVE

TAMPA FL 33606

MR EDWARD FIELDS
13849 AZALEA CIRCLE
TAMPA FL 33613

DR PENNY HALL

FIORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

AQUATIC PRESERVES

100 EIGHTH AVENUE SE

ST PETERSBURG FLORIDA 33701
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MR TOM ASH

HILI.SBOROUGH .COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION COMMISSION

1900 NINTH AVENUE

TAMPA FL 33605

MS KATHLEEN BEEMAN

THE TAMPA TRIBUNE

1033 NINTH STREET NORTH SUITE 100
ST PETERSBURG FL 33701

MR MORIS CABEZAS

ENGINEERING SCIENCE

2901 WEST BUSCH BOULEVARD SUITE 905
TAMPA FL 33618

MS SANDY COLBERT
EGMONT KEY ALLIANCE
6601 FIRST AVENUE NORTH
ST PETERSBURG FL 33710

MS DAWN ELSWORTH
1295 28TH STREET SOUTH
ST PETERSBURG FLORIDA 33712

MS HOLLY GREENING

TAMPA BAY NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM
111 SEVENTH AVENUE SOUTH .

ST PETERSBURG FLORIDA 33701

MR ROB HEATH

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY PARKS &
RECREATION

1101 EAST RIVERCOVE AVENUE
TAMPA FLORIDA 33604



DR BRANDT HENNINGSEN

SWIM PROGRAM

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT
DISTRICT .

7601 HIGHWAY 301 NORTH

TAMPA FLORIDA 33637

MS MARY HOPPE

PUBLIC INFORMATION COORDINATOR
NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM

111 SEVENTH AVENUE SOUTH

ST PETERSBURG FLORIDA 33701

MS SUE LANDRY

ST PETERSBURG TIMES

PG BOX 1121

ST PETERSBURG FL 33731

MR STU MARVIN

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY CITY-COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION

601 EAST KENNEDY BOULEVARD
TAMPA FL 33602

DR EDWARD PROFFITT

CENTER FOR MARINE CONSERVATION
BAYFRONT TOWER

ONE BEACH DRIVE SUITE 304

ST PETERSBURG FL 33701

MR CAMERON SHAW REFUGE MANAGER

CHASSAHOWITZKA NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE

1502 SE KINGS BAY DRIVE

CRYSTAL RIVER FL 34429

MS JANE URQUHART-DONNELLY

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION
8407 LAUREL FAIR CIRCLE
TAMPA FL 33610
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MS NANETTE HOLLAND
ENVIROSCRIPT

310 WEST CREST AVENUE
TAMPA FLORIDA 33603

MR JERRY KESSEL

FL DEP

SOUTHWEST DISTRICT OFFICE
3804 COCONUT PALM DRIVE
TAMPA FLORIDA 336192

MR JORDAN LEWIS

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY EEALTH DEPT
PO BOX 5135 .
TAMPA FLORIDA 33675-5135

MR JACK MERRIAM

HILLSBOROUGH CQUNTY

ENGINEERING CONSTRUCTION SERVICES
601 E KENNEDY BLVD 23RD FLOOR
TAMPA FL. 33602

.

THOMAS W REESE ESQ

BROOKER CREEK PRESERVATION INC
MANASOTA 88

2951 - 61ST AVENUE SOUTH

ST PETERSBURG FL 33712

CAPTAIN RUSS SIRMONS
PO BOX 7773
ST PETERSBURG FL 33704

DR SANDRA VARGO

FLORIDA INSTITUTE OF OCEANOQGRAPHY
830 FIRST STREET SOUTH

ST PETERSBURG FL 33701



MR COSTA S VATIKIOTIS PE
CITY MANAGER

CITY OF TARPON SPRINGS

P O BOX 5004

TARPON SPRINGS FL 34688-5004

MS JAN VORHEES
1419 PLANTATION CIRCLE #2014
PLANT CITY FL 33567

MR MONTE BELOTE

FLORIDA CONSUMER ACTION NETWORK
4100 WEST KENNEDY BOULEVARD #128
TAMPA FL 33609-2243

MR JEFF BUCK
TAMPA BAY PILOTS
P O BOX 381
TAMPA FL 33601

MR WILLIAM B CAREY PRESIDENT
BRA ENVIRONMENTAL INC

3910 US HIGHWAY 301 NORTH #1950
TAMPA FL 33619

THOMAS R CUBA PHD
DELTA SEVEN

PO BOX 54697

ST PETERSBURG FL 33739

MR FLOYD L DEFOREST DIRECTOR
HILLSBOROUGH CHAPTER
ORGANIZED FISHERMEN OF FLORIDA
1235 LAKE COMO DRIVE

LUTZ FL 33543
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MR WILLIAM J VEON JR

SR STORMWATER MANAGING ENGINEER
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY INFRA PLNG &
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT

601 EAST KENNEDY BOULEVARD
TAMPA FL 33602

MS JANET AUSTIN MANAGER

NATURAL RESOURCES PLANNING

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY PLANNING &
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT

P O BOX 1110

TAMPA FL 33601
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JUL 10 8%

Planning Division
Plan Formulation Branch
Navigation Section

TO ADDRESSEES ON ENCLOSED LIST

The notice with a Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Assessment (EA)on the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers' navigation study for the Tampa Harbor - Big Bend
Channel indicated a planned public meeting without a time
and date. Arrangements are now in place for an informal
meeting to take place on July 29, 1996, at 7:00 p.m. The
meeting will be in the Board Room of the Tampa Port
Authority, located at 811 Wynkoop Road in ‘Building Number 24
on the 2nd floor.

As stated in the previous notice, the draft report and
EA findings are for your review and comment before
preparation of a final report. If you wish to make your
comments known at the meeting, an opportunity will be
provided for you to speak. Anyone‘desiring to provide
written comments at that time may also do so.

Sincerely

A. J. Salem
Chief, Planning Division
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Jacksonville
..Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment
Tampa Harbor - Big Bend Channel
July 29, 1996 7:00 PM
Tampa Port Authority Board Room
811 Wynkoop Road Tampa, Florida 33605

Meeting Attendance Roster:
& ‘nt. v, Ads
Gene Michols 60 service Co. Moz w. Stundliv_ %, Maxs §_bn)dos 43y
IR ) Crernav  9B-286-17/
Po Rox 24492
Ireven  Fioese, . TAMmPA PORT AUTHORATY _ TAma Fi 33tas ?-z 272-053S
Vech Echun.  TomppBin NEP, 11 T8 Ave.5, JE R a3-873-2%:
L"1-3043 . Po Bet.lsoq

Pete ¢ Teame Tonnson. CO!\GUMAQ.\\ZW af 6o )&m’.ﬂ\ Gibswdow 335

. A3
f /0 e.»p Notonh Judibon 4t Ware 81ed, Toupa 33619 _SC;?;
Loty MMSS o R

B/ W (pr S My P ers Meslborny, a‘.‘./ 7;2{2-2:5

P [ty Tne-AEID ¢ LI

? J &/%o&(" TEeo  PO.8u iy rmpn 23604 3251675
Zanll, - TPA- _
Jﬁ'r\/ Vo ohees d ws.Alaid 57 ‘“W""“’"P"“' 713) Pz7-1 77

Z“’%‘F @w.ﬂaw Qe licd @d;zt msn?bze

183



WE.
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Sandra B. Mortham

Secretary of State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES
A. Gray Building -
500 South Bronough Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250

Director’s Office Telecopler Number (FAX)
(904) 488-1480 (904) 488-3353

Angust 7, 1996
Mr. A_J. Salem, Chief ' In Reply Refer To:
Planning Division, Environmental Resources Brance Frank J. Keel ‘
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers Historic Preservation Planner
P.0. Box 4970 ’ (904) 487-2333 .
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 Project File No. 962728

RE: Draft Feasibility Report and Envnronmuml Assessment
Navigation Study for TampaHarbor - Big Bend Channel - 10128

Hillsborough County, Florida
Dear Mr. Salem:

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 C.F.R., Part 800 ("Protection of Historic
Propesties”), we have reviewed the referenced project(s) for possible impact to archaeological and
historical sites or properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic
Places. TheunhontyforﬂnswemtheNauonﬂIﬁstchrWnAotofIM(Pubhc
Law 89-665), as amended.

Armwdmmnmsmﬂemhtmsmmmmw«hmdmm
recorded for or likely to be present within the project area. - Furthermore, because of the project
location and/or nature it is unlikely that any such sites will be affected. Therefore; it is the opinion
ofthsoﬁceﬂmﬁepmpoudprqeawmhwemﬁeaonhstmcpropuueshsted,mehgibb
for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places.

Ifymhavemyquesﬁonsoommngduroommm:,plasedomthemmwmu Your
interest in protecting Florida's histéric properties is appreciated.
Sincerely,
. M— 4. W
George W. Percy, Director
_ Division of Historical Resources

and
State Historic Preservation Officer
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August 1, 1996

Petersbug, P 537022401
(s?:i) 5715151?1"ampa oncass A S_alem,.C'h.xef
Suncom 5863217 Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
oficers PO, Box 4970

chaiman  Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Salem:

amand-Sony bwie  Re:  Druft Feasibilily” Keport and Emviroaméntal Assessment on the
Navigation Study for the Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channel

StevenM.Sebet  The above-teferenced dc has been received by the staff of the Tampa Bay
ExecutiveDirector  Regional Planning Council and its Agency on Bay Management. Please be
advised that the Council will submit its comments and recommendations
following the receipt of additional information which is currently scheduled to
oceur on September 12, 1996. Mr Tim Murphy of the Jacksonville District staff
is scheduléd to make a presentation to the Council’s Agency on Bay Management
on that date.

Draft comments from TBRPC staff will be sent as soon as possible after that
informational meeting,

Thank you for inviting the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council to review the
draft document. The maintenance of our shipping facilities is vital to the
economy of the Tampa Bay region, just as protection of our estiarine resources
is crucial to the environmental health of Tampa Bay.

Pheasécatl Ms. Shefla:Bonz, or M. John Moyer, TBRPCastafS, if you bave any
(questions or need further assistance. :

Sincere]

F—
Julia E. Greene
Executive Director

cc:  Commissioner Steve Seibert
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Ocsanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southeast Regional Office
9721 Executive Center Drive North
St. Petersburg, Florida 33702

July 23, 1996

Colonel Terry Rice

District Engineer, Jacksonville District
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Colonel Rice:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the Draft
Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment (EA), dated June
28, 1996, for the proposed widening and deepening of the Tampa
Harbor Big Bend Channel in Hillsborough County, Florida. The
selected plan calls for widening the channel from 200 to 250 feet
and deepening the channel from 34 to 41 feet. The dredged material
would initially be placed into disposal island 3D then, after fine
sediments have been separated, the material will be removed from
igland 3D and placed in deep borrow holes off Whiskey Stump Key.
The restoration of bottom elevations surrounding Whiskey Stump Key
is anticipated to increase habitat value and improve water quality
of the area that currently exhibits low dissolved oxygen levels.

Potential effects, of the selected plan, on living marine resources
are adequately addressed in the EA and the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report (FWCAR). Additionally, the selected plan
is consistent with comments and recommendations made by the NMFS
during our review of the FWCAR. Therefore, we have no other
comments to offer at this time.

Please direct related comments or questions to Mr. David N. Dale of
our St. Petersburg Area Office. He may be contacted at 813/570-
5317.

Sincerely, )
£ nndreas Mager, Jr.

Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Conservation Division
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Clearwater Power Sguadron, Tue.

A UNIT OF UNITED STATES POWER SQUADRONS
SAIL AND POWER BOATING
1000 Cleveland St. « Clearwater, FL 34615 - 4514
(813) 441 - 8775

15 July 1996

Department of the Army

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Attn: A. J. Salem, Chief
Planning Division
Environmental Branch

Dear Sir,

We are in receipt of your proposal for the improvement of Big
Bend Navigation Channel. We are unable to note any serious
environmental problems resulting from this small amount of
dredging in Tampa Bay.

The Clearwater Power Sguadron is very active in the Co-operative
Charting program of the N.O.A., and can be much more of a help
to you in the waterways of the West Coast from Ancelote Kay

to Egemont Key.

Sincerely,

4. g&ﬁ . =
William H. Ryan,
Past Commander
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& HHHH %, . U.5. DEPARTIENT OF AaD URBAN
i *H D u*?, , SOUTHRAST/CARIBBEAN

% “l“l“ Yz Richard B. Russell Yedaral Building
e, §e" 75 Spring Strest, S.W.

T3n30 WY Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3388

Tuly 10, 1996

Mr. A. J. Salem, Chief, Planning Division
US Army Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, F1 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Salem: ‘

This refers to your memorandum dated June 28,1996, transmitting
the Draft Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement [DEIS] for the Tampa Harbor Navigation Study - Big Bend
Channel - 10128 in Florida.

Our review indicates there will be no significant adverse impact
on any HUD programs as a result of this project.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your
proposed project.

Sincerely,

%‘m@ﬂ. M
Thomas A. Ficht

Supervisory Environmental Officer
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2 I
"g' INITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
) mté‘f . REGION 4
345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E.
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365
1)
L 1955

Colonel Terry B. Rice

District Engineer, Jacksonville
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232

ATTN: Mr. A.J. Salem, Planning Division

Subject: Envirommental Assessment (EA) on the Tampa Harbor-Big
Bend Channel Navigation Study, Hillsborough County, FL

Colonel Rice:

~ Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air act, EPA, Region 4
has reviewed the subject document which examines the consequences
of upgrading the navigation capacities/capabilities at the Big Bend
Port facility, viz., deepening the access channel/turning basin to
41 feet plus 2 feet of advance maintenance. The proposed measures
would generate 2.7 million cubic yards of new work material which
will be placed at the existing disposal area (CMDA-3D) and/for to
expand Sunken Island or £ill some dredged areas near Whiskey Stump
Key. . .

The proposal‘s environmental ramifications appear relatively
straight forward and the mitigation should compensate, at least in
part, for the significant alterations/adverse environmental
< q attendant to historic actions associated with overall
port development. Further, we believe that the noted best

- t res which will be implemented during construction
and any necessary:changes directed by subsequent monitoring should
lessen short-term adverse effects to acceptable levels. The
environmental features of this proposal appear excellent and should
establish a precedent for any future development actions in Tampa
Bay. . K ’

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this action. If
we can be of further assistance in this matter, Dr. Gerald Miller
(404-347-3555 VM 6853) will serve as initial point of contact.

Sincerxely, - -

Luime Wadle

Beinz J. Mueller, Chief
Environmental Policy Section
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE
Richard B. Russell Federal Building
75 Spring Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
August 22, 1996

-ER-96/448

District Enginecer
Jackasonville District

US Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 49790
Jacksonvzlle, FL 32232-0019

Dear Sir:

The Départment of thé Interior has reviewed the draft Feasibility
Report, FONSY, and Environmental Assessment for the Tampa Harbor-
Big Bend Channel’ expansion project Hillsborough County, Florida.
It was prepared to describe a proposed dredge expansion of the
shipping and berthing areas of the Bz.g Bend area, ané accompanying
dredge disposal areas.

The Fish and W;ldl;fe Setv:.ce (Serv1ce) submltted a Coordination
Act  Report .for . this project in February 1994, addressing the
environmental conditions of the work area and proposed disposal
sites. The report made recommendations regarding each spoil site,
as well as construction tiwme frames to avoid impact to nesting
shorebirds and manatees.

The Corps determ.ned t}us project would have “no.effect” on the
West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus) + - The Service disagreed,
and determined the project would “adversely affect” .the manatee.
A biological opinion was prepared. ' Conservation recommendations
were provided to reduce the potential  impact to manatees.. Those
recommendations consisted of inmplementation of the standard manatee
construction conditions, and a reguest that no dredging occur
during-the winter period (November 15 through March 31).

In the Draft Feasibility Report.and Environmental Assessment, an
analysis and description of dredge alternatives and accompanying
disposal sites were included for review.

The Corps stated  in “the TONSI that the standard manatee
construction precautions will be followe&, but it will not be
possible to restrict dredging ‘during the winter months for the
following reasons:

1. ¥No manatee mortality has ever been recorded for dredging
(Manatee Recovery Plan).
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2. The standard manatee protection conditions will be implemented
during construction.

3. There is mno food source or warm water outfall to attract
manatees tc the construction areas.

4. A bulkhead separates Big Bend Port from the power plant (TECO)
where manatees congregate.

The Service is concerned the project, even with the manatee
safequards, may have an adverse affect on the manatee. While no
manatee mortality has occurred as a direct result from a dredge, it
has been documented that associated crew boat traff:.c has caused
injury or death.

Regarding the lack of “sttradtants” to the immediate 'area,: the
Service has recent information which indicates sea grass bheds exist
in . the immediate v1c1m.ty of the proposed dredge site. The
“Ritchen” area, which lies to the immediate north of the inner
channel, Adamsville peninsula, Fishook Island, and the spoil island
across from the Big Bend power plant all have documented sea grass
beds. Manatees have been observed in the turning basin, and three
percent of all winter sightings in the area document manatee travel
northward to the Alafia River, Port Sutton, and the Hxllsborough
River. The lattexr three locations are directly in the project work
area. We believe these areas serve as attractants to manatees, and
the animals travel either north towards the Kitchen, or southward
into the inner channel.

The bulkhead discussed in the FONSI forus the western boundary of
the individual berthing area and is known as the inner channel. A
Service biologist visited the site, and agrees this should prevent
manatees from gaining entrance from outside areas during
construction. Congregating manatees at the TECO outfall should not
be affected. However, the possibility remains that manatees may
venture inside the entrance to the berthinq channels on the north
side. There have been documented sightings at the mouth of the
northern most -channel, and northwest - of the- ’I‘Eco channel,
meandering 200 yards from an operational dredge.

Other areas proposed for dredgmg include the entrance channel and
the main shipping channel. Manatee safety concerns are also
impportant in these areas due to a lack of confinement structures,
and a documented history of use as a travel corridor. Florida
Marine Research Institute has provided aerial survey information
which indicates that manatees frequent both the TECO outfall area
as well as the Bartow Power Plant located on the north side of
Weedon Island in St. Petersburg. Data suggests the animals travel
from the TECO outfall, west aleong the spoil islands (adjacent to
the proposed dredge site), along Gadsden Point, and across 0ld
Tampa -Bay to Weedon Island. Apparently, this is a frequent
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oocurrence. The project, as proposed, requires dredging in this
area.

The Service believes the manatee may be adversely affected, and we
request that the Corps reconsider their decision to dredge in the
winter months (November 1S-March 31). The project site is adjacent
to a state-deslqnated winter manatee sanctuary, and serves as a
travel corridor to one hundred plus nanatees at any one time during
cold weather.

An alternative is to time the project so that the inner channel is
dredged outside of the manatee season, and then move into the open
water areas at the beginning of the winter period. This would
reduce the potential impact to manatees. If this is not possible,
we request a trained bioclogist, to be approved by the Service, be
available to observe fur manatées during the winter months. The
Service also reguests that all service boats used in the work area
be fitted with propeller gquards.

The Service agrees with the use of Disposal Island 3-D, Alternative
Plan C-4 (Sunken Island Disposal) or Plan C-3 (Whiskey Stump Key}
for disposal of dredge materzals. We suggest that the dikes at 3-D
be rebuilt, and that any remaining spoil be put to beneficial uses,
such as those at C-3 and C-4. We recommend that disposal occur
outside of the shorebird nesting season (April 1 - September 1),
and that the management plan as described in the CAR be followed.
We also recommend that any nourishment done at sites C-3 or C-4
aveoid impacting sea grass beds. If impacts are unavoidable, the
Corps should develop a mnitigation plan. The standard manatee
construction precautions alse apply for the disposal sites.

The Department appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on

these documents and hopes these comments are useful in your
deliberations. )

S.mcerely yours .

/%,

. James H. Lee
Regional Environmental offlcer

192



Planning Division
Environmental Branch

Mr. James Lee

Regional Environmental Officer
U.S. Department of Interior
75 Spring Street, SW.

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Mr. Lee:

We have reviewed your comments on the Feasibility Report
for the Tampa Harbor - Big Bend Navigation Channel dated
August 22, 1996.

Regarding the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps)
determination that there would be "no effects" on manatees,
there has been an informal agreement with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) offices ih Florida that if we
incorporate standard conditions adopted by the State of
Florida and the FWS, then the FWS would concur with the "no
effects" determination. This was done so the FWS would not
have to prepare a Bioclogical Opinion on all the maintenance
dredging actions that occur in this District which would
essentially have the same Terms and Conditions as the
adopted standard conditions. If this approach is no longer
appropriate, please let us know.

The Big Bend project is located adjacent to a migratory
bird rookery managed by the National Audubon Society. The
dredged material management area CMDA-3D which will also be
used for the project is also used by migratory birds for
nesting. The District has developed and implemented a
Migratory Bird Protection Policy in conjunction with the FWS
and the Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission. The
potential impacts on migratory birds from the dredging and
placement are almost certain.  Therefore, we plan to avoid
construction during this valuable nesting period (1 April -
31 August). v

Since the inception of this project, the FWS has been
involved in the identification and development of . '
alternatives. . buring the preparation of the Coordination
Act Report, the FWS also included the Biological Opinion in
response to our "no effects" determination. Included in
that were the Conservation Recommendations, listed by your
office. No special conditions were included in the Terms
and Conditions of the Incidental Take statement. .
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We have considered the two recommendations presented in
your letter of August 22, 1926, and have adopted the
standard Manatee protection conditions. However, we
disagree with the second recommendation for a construction
window for Manatees for the following reasons:

a. No mortalities have ever been recorded from
maintenance dredging in general (Manatee Recovery Plan).
‘According to Corps' records, we have never taken, injured,
or harmed a manatee either by the dredging equipment or by
auxiliary vessels. This is due to the Corps totally
embracing the standard manatee conditions which includes
making the contractors aware of the legal and contractual
requirements. We have inspectors at each of our sites to
insure compliance with these conditions. We do not see how
mortalities could occur from the dredging operation if the
equipment is shut down in the presence of manatees. The
auxiliary vessels operate less frequently than recreational
vesgels in the area and under more constraints, therefore,
even if the dredging is occurring in a populated area we
believe that based on our proven record and current
operating conditions that mortalities would not occur.

b. The project area is segregated from the TECO power.
plant's warm water outfall. During ou¥ most recent visit to
the project area on August 9, 1996, with FWS Biologist
Ms. Debra Manz, Florida Department of Envirommental
Protection Biologist, Mr. Allen Burdett, and Tampa Bay
Audubon Society Area Manager, Mr. ‘Rich Paul, we examined the
TECO ocutfall and project turning basin: We observed a pile
bulkhead segregating the warm water outfall area from the
turning basin. This bulkhead is connected to an island that
lies adjacent to the project navigation channel.

c. We also entered the turning basin area and looked
for seagrass beds. None were found. No seagrass beds are
located within the project area. We do agree that other
seagrass beds are located north of the project area but
during the winter months, manatees would likely stay
congregated at the outfall. If they do wander, the incident
of contaét is minimized by the island and bulkhead barrier.
The alternative you present us appears to increase impacts
to manatees based on the information rather than reduce
them. If we dredge the inner channel (that area which is
most segregated from the manatees during the winter months),
then, when we would be conducting dredging in the ocuter
channel during the warmer times of the year, manatees would
be more likely to be wondering into our area.

E d. The manatee window would significantly limit our
_ability to construct the project. If we tried to implement
both dredging windows, there would not be enough
construction time. We have weighed the impacts to migratory
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bird nesting versus impacts to manatees. We believe that
impacts of working during the migratory bird nesting season
(April 1 through August 31) are almost certain and are of
‘more concern than the undocumented and unlikely impacts on
Manatees even during the "winter per:.od" (November 15
through March 31).

Your comments stated that if these recommendations were
not possible, that additional conditions be implemented
during construction to protect manatees which included a
FWS-approved observer be onboard during the November-March
31 timeframe and that all service boats be fitted with
propeller guards. We have agreed to implement these
conditions.

Thank you for your comments and assisting the Corps in
the evaluation of this project. If you have any questions,
Mr. Bill Fonferek is the technical manager for this action.
His telephone number is 904 232-2803.

Sincerely, k

George M. Strain
Acting Chief, Planning Division
Copy furnished:

pavid Hankla, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife .
Service, 6620 SOuthpoint Boulevard, Jacksonville Florida
32216

Ms. Debra Manz, US Fish and Wildlife Service, McDill AFB,
PO Box 19247, Tampa, Florida 33686-9247

Fonferek/CESAJ—PD—ER/2803/ljd x;,a
jger [ CESAT~PD-E

'Chlara/CESAJ—CO
ain/CESAJ-FD .

word:group/pde/usfws.ltr.
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) STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT » HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT © RESOURCE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

JAMES F. MURLEY

LAWTON CHILES
) Secretary

Governor August 29, 1996

Mr. Bill Fonferek

Department of the Army :
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 4270

Jacksonville, Florida = 32232-0019

RE: U.S. Department of Defense - Navigation Projects - Draft
Navigation Study for Tampa Harbor - Big Bend Channel -
Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment
SAI: FL9607180575C

Dear Mr. Fonferek:

The Florida State Clearinghouse has received your notification of
the above-described project, and has forwarded it to the appropriate
state agencies for review. In order to receive comments from all
agencies, an additional fifteen days is rdquested for completion of
the review. Therefore, the clearance letter due date for this project
will be extended from September 2, 1996, to September 17, 1996. If
all comments are received prior to the extended date, every effort
will be made to forward the clearance letter to you at an earlier
date. :

Thank you for your understanding. If you have any gquestions
regarding this matter, please contact Ms. Keri Akers, Clearinghouse
Coordinator, at (904) 922-5438.

«  Sincerely, .

Ralph Cantral, Executive Director
// Florida Coastal Management Program
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CITY OF TAMPA

of Sanitary
Howard F, Curren
, August 21, 1996
Department of the Army
Jacksonville District Corps of” Engmeers
Planning Division
Envitonmental Branch’

Attention: A.J. Salem, Chief, Planning Division

" Dear AJ. Salem:

After reviewing Navigation Study For Tampa Harbar- Big Bend Charmel-10128 Feasibility

. ReparrardEnwramxaIAmmemdmﬁ, sevemhssuesmthedraft whmhareofconcanare

-

,.w~

presented.

Pléase note that Whiskey Sturap Kéylsbetweenﬂieémung barrow pits:(dredged holes)
andnottothgeastasmdmmdmﬁgum 10(p. 53)

BeneﬁaﬂUsethofdredgemmnldispomlmdwbmwmsmMthslmy

Regarding
. Stump Key (p.54, paragraph 2), the possible supplementation of fines for suitable material and -

then capping with & mininwm of one foot (or up 10 3 10 6 feet) of suitable material is of concern.
hm&dmwmdmwmlemmﬂwuwdmtdmpmmem&ymmm«
supplemented fines over the short and/or long term period.

Secuon332,pmgraphbonpageEA-mofmeEnmmnemalAmmdmﬁmMno"
seagrasses are located near the Big Bead Chiannel, In 1995, the City of Tampa, Bay Study Group

) doamunedﬂaladkaghm(shudm}on&:, thern and shore of Adamsville

peninsula (the peninsula north of East Channel and east of the tuming basin). In addition, the

- eastern emergent spoil island now contains shoalgrass on the northern and eastern flats as well as

the coverage described on page-4 (Open Water Spoil Sites) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
At Report. Also, sparse shoalgrass is present in a narrow channel between the shoal area just. -

N m&mmwm&ewwmonmmnhsdeofmemm

i

‘54’
fmmumspﬂchwofﬁmﬁmlou!edm&emhadeoﬁmkmkhnd,begmnmgmdw&y
~ﬂongthe1slandandenendmgensttonwmeugoﬂhexm e

) fmTumEhmcsB!gBmdpmmm
. Seeuon432,pamgra.phb onpageEA-M Refer to item 3 ofﬂuscornspondeme.

Sechcm442 pamgraphbonpngeEA-ls Refertonetn}ofthlsoomondeme Also, there are
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6. Section 4.5.2, paragraph b on page EA-17. Refer to item 3 of this correspondence, Also, there is
considerable shoalgrass coverage on the east side of Whiskey Stump Key and in the embayment
known as The Kitchen. Patchy shoalgrass exists on the northern and western flats of Whiskey
Stump Key. :

7. Section V. (Fish and Wildlife Observations) on page 3 of the Fish and Wildlife-Coordination Act
Report (Exhibit IT) states that a seagrass study performed by the Southwest Florida Water
Management District reported no seagrass in this section of Tampa Bay. Please cite this
reference.

8. Page 404-5 of the Section 404(b)(1) Evaluations in Exhibit VI, line (d) states that no vegetated
shallows would be affected on Sunken Island. Figure 10 (p.53) indicates that shoalgrass on the
southern fiats, midway along the island, may be impacted.

9, Page 404-5 of the Section 404(b)(1) Evaluations in Exhibit VI, line (d) states that no vegetated
shallows would be affected on Whiskey Stump Key. Please see item 5 of this correspondence.

Enclosed with this letter is a copy of our 1996 annual report to the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection. Upon review of this document, you will see that the southeastern
portion of Hillsborough Bay is recovering from years of environmental pressure and presently
contains nearly two thirds of the 30 hectares of shoalgrass found Hillsborough Bay. If you
proceed with your project, please consider the concerns discussed here. If your

requires any additional information or assistance, feel free to call me at (813) 247-3451.

Sincerely,
ﬁn/

’ ' %oger ohansson

Chief Biologist .
City of Tampa, Bay Study Group

¢e. Rich Paul -
Enclosure
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September 10, 1996

Planning Division
Environmental Branch

Ms. Keri Akers

Florida State Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Dear Ms. Akers:

This is to confirm our agreement with the Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) regardmg the special condition we
will implement on the Tampa Harbor - Big Bend project
(FL9607180575C) in order to protect manatees.

On September 9, 1996, we had a telephone conversation with
representatives of DEP and your office to discuss conditions
proposed by DEP (Encl 1). After review of these conditions, we
requested a modification to Condition No. 5 (encl 2). ©On
September 10, 1996, we had a second conversation with
representatives of both State offices to discuss this
modification (encl 3). As a result of this conversation, we have
reached a determination that the modification to Condition No. 5
as well as the other conditions will be incorporated into the
project.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at
the above address. If there is anything we can do to expedite
your comments, let us know as completion of our report and
submittal to a higher authority is one of the Districts top
priorities.

Sincerely,

George M. Strain
Acting Chief,
" Planning Division

Enclosures

Copy Furnished (w/enclosures):

Ms. Mary Duncan, Office of Protected Species, Department of
Environmental Protection, 3%00 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail
Station 245, Tallahassee, Florida 32399

bee:

CESAJ-PD-PN -
CESAJ-DP-I B
rek/CESAJ-PD-ER/2803/134 '

fDugger /CESAT-PD-ER
ith/CESAJ-PD-E
meRe rain/CESAJ-FD
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DATE: September 9, 1996

TO: Lindy Broz
Office of Intergovernmental Programs

FROM: Mary Duncan Environmental Specialist
Protected Species Management
Division of Marine Resources

SUBJECT: Manatese impact Review; SAl #96-0575C;
Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channe! deepsning and widening project

This correspondence is a revision of my August 28, 1986 comments by electronic mai,
and the subsequent response to those comments by the Army Corps of Engineers. As
per our conference telephone call today, there is an outstanding issue with the
recommendation to-prohibit dredging at night during “manatee season” near the Port.
Due to a conflict between bird nesting season and the amount of time needed to
perform the activity, the Corps requested that we reevaluate the need for this
prohibition. The recommendation of no work during the winter season is unacceptable
to the Carps. .

it appears that the use of a hydraulic, pipeline dredge with a cutterhead is the method
of choice for cost estimating purposes, according to page EA-4 of the submittal. Due to
the depth of the dredge (34 - 41 feet), the fact that is does not continually mave through
the water column, and does not require frequent bargeftugboat trips, it is our opinion
that this is the method of choice for offsetting potential impacts to manatees. With this
type of dredge, the remaining potential impacts are from anciliary vessels associated
with work crews and equipment. There is, however, a requirement for the Corps to bid
out the project to all types of equipment, including clamshell dredges. Because this
type of dredge moves up and down through the water column to remove material, the
potential for encountering a manatee increases. It is probable that manatee observers
wouild be able to offset this potential impact by halting work in the event a manatee
travels in the immediate vicinity of a clamshell dredge operation. The limitation with
manatee observers, however, is the inability to spot manatees at night. Even under the
best circumstances during the daytime it is possible to miss animals that are present
since they only surface for a fow seconds to breathe.

The potential to adversely impact manatees varies widely depending on the type of

equipment used. Accordingly, we would like to revise our comments to request the
following recommendaticns.
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Wae do not object to this project i the following conservation measures are incorparsted
into any authorization:

1) The standard manatee protection construction conditions are followed for all in-water
construction, including transfer of spoil by bargeftugboat, and

2)Ntmsmmmmmmsmm:nmm

3) All vessels associated vnth the project travel at idle speed while traversing to, in and
fmm the project sne.

4) if clamsheli-type dredges are used for the project between November 15 and March
31, no in-water work shall occur after sunset. ‘Experlenced, dedicated manatee -
obsefvers shall be used during all daytime in-water work. Manatee observers must. -
aiso be pre-approved by the Bureau of Protected Species Management;

5) Work may be halted immedistely upon the raqueﬂbfa represerntative of the

. Department should, 85 a result of this project, any person, at any time, by any means or
in any manner, intentionally or negligently, anmy molest, harass, or disturb any
manatee.

The project praference for the hydrautic dredge is a result of the project location's
proximity to an important warm water aggregation erea. The additionsl measures fora
ciamsheli-type dredge for this project should not be misconstrued as requirements for
potential dredging activities in other locations of Tampa Bay. :

These measuras are considered necessary in arder for this project to not significantly
affect the conservation of wildlife. The conclusion of this opinion is based on
information available during review. If new information reveals impacts {o protected
species and/or their habitat that is not considered in this opinion, this biclogical opinion
may be revised. Please do not hositate to call me at (904) 9224330 if you have any
quastions.

Lindy Broz
September 9, 1996
Page 3
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Lindy and Mary,

Letter looks great. Reviewed by Bill Fohferek, Ken Dugger, Bo Smith, and George
Strain. Request one modification.

Please change the language in measure number 5 to read “Work shall be halted and
reconsultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be initiated should, as a
result of this project, any person, at any time, by any means or in any manner,
intentionally or negligently, annoy, molest, harass, or disturb any manatee.”

No incidental take is allowed for the manatee so the Biological Opinion from the F&WS
states that we will stop work and reconsult if we “take™ a manatee. Standard manatee
protection criteria will be followed and include contacting the Florida Marine Patrol -
“Manatee Hotline” and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. We will add the contact of
your choice to our standard criteria for this project. Just let me know who to add and the
phone number. .

My phone number is 904-232-3847. Do not hesitate to call with any questions concemmg
this or any other matter. Thanks for the timely r&sponse

Thanks again,
Tim
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CONVERSATION RECORD TEm | 5 St 108

ROUTING
ovism 1 CONFERENCE O TELEPHONE
1 INCOMING NAME/SYMBOL
0 OUTGOING INITALS
Assalien  of VNCrmferonce:
WAE OF NGE) (Oos, dept., bureeu; wemone o (904)
OR W CONTACT WITH YOU ) 921-6433
Mike Sole DEP and State
Susan Goggin Clearinghouse
SUBJECT

Comments on Tampa Harbor - Big Bend Feasibility Report

SUMMARY
DEP and Clearinghouse requested a phone conference on theixr comments on

the report. We received a faxed copy of their draft cc B on $-9-96.

Mr. Tim Murphy requested a modification to Condition No. 5. Based on

that request, the State asked to discuss this condition by conference

call. We discussed the condition and agreed to the following: "Work

shall be halted and reconsultation with the U.S. Fish .and wildlife

Service and the Departwment of Environmental Protection will be initiated

should........ manatee.".  We will also add Mary Duncan to

the list of people. to contact should a taking occur. The Clearinghouse

X ested this office confirm our agreement to the conditions that were

discussed in our telephone conversations and faxed to us.

ACTION REQUIRED
Prepare letter to State.

WAME OF PERSON DOCUMENTMG. CORVERSATION oave
‘William J. Fonferek A w ?-lo- f‘

ACTION TAKEN

Baponl)

mm X&JD I ’l;nifologi:st ] msq- 10~ %

50271-101 - #0.5. GPO: 1989-241-175/90074 ‘ CONVERSATION RECORD ' ovm'w. FONI!N(!!-'I‘)

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
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STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT « HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT » RESOURCE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

LAWTON CHILES : JAMES F, MURLEY
Govemer Socretary
September 13, 1966

Mr. A, J. Salem

Jacksonville District:

Army Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RBE: RNavigation Study for Tampa Harbor - Big Bend Chammel - Draft
Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment -
Hilleboxough County, Florida
SAI: FL9607180575C

Dear Mx. Salem:

- The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidential.
Bxeocutive Order 12372, Gubernatorial Executive Order 98-353, the -
Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C, §§ 1451-1464, as amended, and
the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321, 4331-4335,
434;—4347, as amended, has coordinated a review of the above-referenced
project. -

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) indicates large
numbers of endangered manatees are present in the project area.  The
DRP notes that the project, as initially proposed in the above-
referenced document, is unacceptable because of the likelihood of
adverse impacts to manatees. However, the Corps of Engineers {(Coxrps)
has agreed to modify the proposed project to incorporate the ineasures
recommended by the DEP, as outlined-in-the enclosed comments, .In
addition, the use of 2 hydraulic dredge instead of a clamshell type
dredge is rescommended in order to minimize the risk of injury to
protected wildlife. All precautions should be taken to avoid impacts
to shallow bottoms and areas with submerged aguatic vegetation and to
minimize turbidity levels around. the dredge site.

The préject will require an Environmental Resource Permit priox to
the start of construction. . Because the proposed widening of the ™'
shannel may result in impacts to water guality within watera of the
state, a variance to the permit may be required. In addition, details
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of the dredging methodelogy. disposal opsrations, sediment snalvsis and
aszessment of potential reneficial uses of the dredged materdial should
ba provided to the DEP. Rarly ceordination with the DEP may help to
eliminate problems in the permitting process.

The DEP indicates that the project, 22 wodified by the conditions
stated in the Corps’ snclosed letier of Septewber 10, 19%6, i=
congistent with its Florida Coastal Menagement Program {(POMP)
authorities. All future changes to the propesesd project will be
reviewed by the DEP for potential impects to protected speciss and
their habitat. Please wefer to the enclosed DEP comments.

The Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWEWMD)
recommende additional analysis of the filling of holes and restoration
proposed for the Whiskey Stump Rey area. The Corps is advised teo
contact the City of Tampa regarding the most ourrent seagrass
information. Please refer to the encliosed SWFUMD comments,

) The Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission {(@FWFC) indicates that
several listed species ccour in the project area. Thersfore, measuves
are recommended for protection of shorebirds, colonial nesting birds,
seagrass beds and other significant yesocurces. Please refer to the
enclosed GFWFC comments for the specific recommendations.

Based on the information contained in the Draft Feaslbility Report
and Environmental Assessment and the Corps’ satimfactory compliance
with all conditions included in the Corps’ Beptember 10, 1398 letter,
the state has determined that, at this stage, the above-referenced
project is congistent with the Florida Ceastal Management Program
(ECMP) . All subsequent environmental documents prepared for this
project must be reviewed to determine the project's continued
congisteney with the FCMP, The state's continued concurrence with the
project will be based, in part, on the adequats resolution of issues
identifisd during this and subseguent reviews. A

Sincerely,

JFM/rk

Enclogures

cc: Lynn Griffin, Department of Environmental Protection
Trisha Neasman, Southwest Florida Water Management Distriet
Bradley Hartman, Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission
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FULEK.MORRIS  QUINTONL. HEDGEPETH, DDS MRS, GLLBERT W, HUMPHREY THOMASB.RIBLER JOEBRUNER
Sarssota Miamd Mioosukee Lakelend Destin

ALLAN L, EGBERT, Ph.DD,, Enesudve Dirsctor OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
VICTOR 3, HELLER, Assistet Executive Diretor BRADLEY X, ma:, Diyemg
August 1, 1996 et 1L 1
s
F’? 36 3?“‘“ il
Ms, Keri Akers, Coordinator !‘ Y312 s
Florids State Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs State . L
2555 Shumard Ok Boulevard of Florida Clearingtigygs

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

RE: SAM FLO607180575C, Hillshorough
County, Tamps Harbor-Big Bend
Channel Feasibility Report and
Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Akers;

The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish
Commission has reviewed the referenced document, and offers the following comments and
recommendations,

The Tampa Herbor-Big Bend Channel Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment is
a fensibility study of proposals to widen the existing entrance 10 the Big Bend Channel from 200
i 250 feet, widen the channel bottom to 200 feet, and increase channel depth to 41 feet.
Economic analyses of project benefits and costs, inchuding potential beneficial uses of dredged
materials, were performed in the eveluation.

Based on our review of projects within the proposed study area and surveys associated
with our regional wildlife habitat planning, the following state-listed species are documented in
the study area: West Indian manatee (endangered), least tem (threatened-T), snowy plover (T),
loggerhead sea turtle {T), reddish egret (species of special concern-$8C), little blue heron (SSC),
tricolored heron ($8C), snowy egret (SSC), white ibis (SSC), black skimmer (S5C), American
oystercatcher (S8C), and brown pelican (S8C). The threatened piping plover may overwinter in
the project area.
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1n order to protest regionally significant wildlife resources, our December 20, 1990,
recommendations (attached), concerning protection of shorebird and colonial bird nesting areas,
protection of shoals utilized by listed bird species as resting aress, and protection of seagrass bed
resources, should be addressed. :

Fyou have any questions concerning cur comments or recommendations, pleasé contact
me or Mr. JimBeever at (941) 639-3515.

Sincerely,

Bradley J. ;fg 'éiinrector
Office of Envipbimenta! Services

BIHIWB
ENV 1.32
Enclosure
bighend2. sai
ee:  Colons! Terry L. Rice
District Engineer
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232.0012

Ms. Debra Manz, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
o/o U.8. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 19247

Tamps, Florida 33686-9247

Mr. Joe Bacheler

Chief, Tampa Regulatory Field Office
U.8. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 19247

Tampa, Florida 33686-9247

Mr. Jeremy Craft, Director

Division of Environmental Permitting
Department of Environments! Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Tampa Port Authority
P.0.Box 2192

811 Wyncoop Road
Tampa, Florida 33601
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August 23, 1806

TR SRR ARSI T
M. Kert Akers ‘;m]\?'\i?agﬁi’?}" i
Flsrida State Clearinghouss ‘_é'.“,\i 3 g%} §
o #5} i £
Depariment of Community Affairs GO ABe 29 1806

2555 Shumard Oak Bouleverd
Tallahassse, Florida 32388-2100 . o
State of Florids Clearinghouse

Subject: Drepariment of the Army-Drefi Navigation Study for Tempa
Harbor-Big Bend Channal-10128 Feasibility Report and
Brvironmental Assessment

SAlR: FLOBOT180575G

Dear iz, Akers:

The Bouthwest Florida Water Managament District has conducied a consistency
avaluation for the referenced project and determined that it Is generally
sonsielent with our authorities in the Florida Coastal Management Program,
However, the fellowing comments and recornmendations are offered.

1) Tha use of dredged maierial to fill-in holes In the Whiskey Stump Key
area is mentioned throughout the report. Our position or this matter is
that consideraiion should be given fo flling the holas to varioue depths o
promoie the formation of diverse and complex habitats. Opporiunities for
variely in marine species 2 _ greatly increased with diversified habitats.

2) Page 57. Regarding ths cost ¢i.e., $5.2 million) of the restorstion in the
Whiskey Key area, we are uncertain whather the envirenmental & anefits
of the proposed inittative are worth the "price lag.” We beligve that
costafbenefts analyses should be sarefully examined for the restoration
project fo determine whether it is worthy of such a cosl. We aleo
ancourage the applicant to inciude an examination of the cost/benefit of
filling the holes at various depths (see corment #1) as one of the
alternatives in the decision-making for the project.

3) The report mentions in page EA-10 and several other pages in the
dogument that there are o seagrasses near the Big Bend Channel,
Additionally, thers is the statement *We were aware from a published
seagrass study performed by the Southwest Florida Water Management
District that no seagrass was found in this secticn of Tampa Bay" in the
portion of the report prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (see
page 3). Apparently, the District study refied on is not the latest
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information on this issue because our sources indicals that there are
seagrasses near the Big Bend Channel. Wa recommend that the
applicant contact City of Tampa's Roger Johanssan (813-247-3451) for
the most current information oh Big Bend Channel's seagrass situation,

‘The District appreciates the opportunity to participate in the review of this project.
If you have any questions or If | can be of further assistance, please contact me
in the District's Planning Department.

Sincerely,

qu %@a%«m

Trisha Neasman, AICP
Govemnment Planning Coordinator

TN

ce: Rand Baldwin, SWFWMD
Brandt Henningsen, SWFWMD-8WIM

209



JADKEBRILLE BRI EY CORPS OF
7, 0. 50K q9r8
FLORDA 3aR2500
= - septonber 10, 1P
g;a?ﬁlng Blvieion . L]
vironpental Branch EAX TRANSHITTAL  [rmnr &
BB

B,

je. Xard Akere
Florida State Cleaxinghouse

Departnent of Compunity Affalirs .
everd =

3555 @humerd Oak Boulevey T hed.g31 -§ 380
2all8na8568,; FLOridE 33359-2iL0 ﬁﬁgémg&%-' T PR BERRIE
figay Mz. Akaws? . T

ahis 1 to eenfizs our agreement lwith ths bepsrtment of
Enviconsantal Frotaction (UEP) regscding the wpasial sonditien we
w3l Ampiemens wn tho TPampa Barbor ~ Big Bend prejeat
(FLBECT1RDETEE) in srdey @e pzotect manabses.

on vepbey 9, 1998, ¥o had a ﬁglegkwne oonversetion with
ropresentatives of DEF and yeur effice to discuss sendltions
proposed Wy DEP (Enel 3). &fter reviey of rhege conditiong, we
requasted o modifiustien to condibion Bo. § (gnel i . on
geptoubaer 39, 29086, vo had 8 socond’ converaation W
rggmemﬁgtives of both State pffices to Glsouss ¢his
rodigicatien (encl §). &S & reswid of this sonvorsation, we hava
ronchad 8 detérmination that the sodification e fepdition No. B
am wall ge the othsr sonditions will be incorporated inte Tha

preject.

If you hAve any quastions, pleass fapl fres te contact ms 8L
the spore aadrass, 1f thevs is anything ve can 4o to cxpadifs
vour copments, iet us know @6 soypistion of ouwr report and
T enittal to a highss suthority {g owe of the Pistriais top
priorities.

ginsaraly,

(6o b, Berain
;lge Chief
iapning plvieien

Hnalosures
Copy Furniwhed (w/enclosures): .

Ms. Mary bunean, offics of Protected kpacies, Department of
gnvironmental Proteotion, 3900 Gemnenwealth Boulaverd, Hail
Sration 248, Tallshaspee, Florida 32389
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DATE: Soptember 0, 1996

T™: Lirdly Rroz :
Office of ntargavurnmeantal Pragrams

' {
FROM: Mary Duncan Environmerita) 8pacialist
Protsttad Spacies Mansgement .
Division of Marine Resturcas

SUBJECT: Munalee impact Roview, §Af $85-08T60:
Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channe! deapening and widening prajest

This sorrespandenca is & revision of my Augunl 28, 1988 comments by slecironie mail,
_ and S subsagent rosponst lo those eemmaents by the Avmy Corps of Englneare. As
pay SUF eorderense telephone call today, thers ib.en cutstanding fsuue With the
recommandstion to'prohibit dredging ot night during “manalen ssasen’ gt the Porl.
Dus to & conflich batween bird nesting season and the aincunt of timo nesded to
perlony the acthily, te Curps requosted that we reevaluate ths nsed for this
prahibiion. The reoommendation of re work during e Winter seaddn Is Unacoaplebls

i the Gorps.

i appears that 1w ves of a hiydraulie, pipeting dredge wilh & cuflerhead |5 iha melhod
of shaloe for oost eatimafing Pulposes, acsording Te page EA-4 of the submitial. Duste
{h dapih of Bie dredge (34 - 41 fet), e fast that i doos not comimually mave through
the wale sabumn, and dase fot regiive Frequent bargsflugboal trips, i is our apinion
et this e the melhod of cholos for oflsstiing ozax@mmi frpasts lo menalese, With thls
type of draclys, the remalning poterdiel Impacls e from ansfliary vessels aseaciated
with werk erews and aguipment. Thare s, howavay, @ renuiremsnt for the Carps to bld
out the projest to all bypas of equipmend, Including slemshall dradges. Becaues this
fype ol draciae moves up snd down throuph the waler oolumi & remova materal, the
potontiel for encuuntering 8 manaled Incresses. &ls probable tst manslee aiisarvers
wouid be able io offsst thiv potentie impact by hatting wark in the svent & manates
travels i tne immediste vielnlly of g clamahail dredge operation, The Timitetion with
manates cbsmrvers, howevar, is the inabiltly [0 spot manntess at night  Evan under the
pest cirsumetances duing the daytime It ls possibl to mise enimals that ars prosent
sinss thay anly surface for & few seconds (g breathe,

fhe paiential to advarsely impaot manatess varies-widely depending on the type of
equipment usad, Acsordingly, we wauld like to ravise ouwr comments to requast the

foliowing recommendations.
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Wa d 1ol abjest to this project i tha following eopservation measures &ra Insarporaled
any authotization:

1) The stendard manatea protaction construstion ’eondltlom ars followsd for &l In-water
construcsion, including transfer of spoil by t; ang

2) Al vessots associated with the project inetali and meinteln propelier guards;

8) Al vesnels assuriated with the project travel at[ idte 4pesd Whilo traversing lo, In and
from the project site;

4} if clamsheli-lyps dradges are ugad fur the project belwesn Novernber 15 and March
1, ho in-weter work shall ceour aftar sunssl. Exgerienced, dedisated manstes
observats shall be ussd during al daytimo inwater work. Manatee obsorvers muat
wlss be pre-approved by the Bureay of Protected Species Management;

5) Work may be halted immediately upon the reques! of a representative of the
Dapartment should, 85 & rosult of this projaci. any.person, al any tima, by any feeans or
in my mamw intentionslly or nepligently, annay, molast, harass, or disturty any

) E rojeet prefarence for the hydraulle dradaa 16 rasult of the projact looation's

w 1 en imporfeni warm water :g lon area. Tha addilionsl maasurad for a
ould notbp mlscg::tmed as roquiterantx for

potennal dredglng aqmues ln other !oeatiom of Tampa

Theve measurns & o considered negassary-in ardqmr this et to nét significantly
affact the conservalien of wildiife. The conciusion uf this opinton ie basad on
Informution avaliable dwring roview, If new information revesls impacts (o protectsd
species sndlor thalr habitef that Is not considersd in this opinlon, this biclogical opinion
may ba revizad. Plaass do not hesitate lo oali me it (904) 0224320 & you have any

guastions.
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Lindy snd Mary,

' Latter looks great. Reviewed by Bill Fobtrek, Ken Dugger, Bo Smith, und Geo
Straln, Requast one modification, Rugp e

Ploase change the languag® In nepaice sunbes 5 to resd “Work shall be halted and
reconsultation with ths 1.5, Fish snd Wikilife Servico will be Infdated should, a3 8
result of this projest, any person, ut sy thme, by any mesas or in sy mamsss,
fnteatlonally o pegligently, aunay, molest, horass, or disturh say manates,”

No tnckdenta take Is allowsd for the maantes 5o the Bivlogical Qplnion from the FEWS
wistes thnt we wifl stap work and reconsult if wo “take® a manates. Standard manateo
prohcdmuitnhvﬁubeﬁoﬂﬂmdndhﬁludewmﬂuﬁoﬁanaﬂneh&d
Mt Hotline® and tho U,S, Fish nod WIldIES Service, We will add the contast of
your cholve to our staudard ceiterin for this projoot, Tust let me know who to add and the

phons muber,

My phone sumber 5 904-232-3847. Da not hasitate io call with any questions comceraing
this or any other matter, Thaks for the tmely sesponse.

 Thanks again,
Tim

213



CONVERSATION RECORD B e

wre
LvIST 11 CONFRARNGE £ TELEPHONE ROUTING
2 INCOMING: NAMEARYMSOL
Lot € Wiirbowont O OUTIOING LS

NAE OF PEASONIR) CONTACTED) | ORGAMZATON (ORcd. dopd, hrvms

you o}
Mike Sola DEP and Svate
Susen Goggin Clearinghouss

LT 12 {pot)
921?&1‘438

BUBJECT
~

&6 on Tewpm Baxkox - Big Bend Feawibillty Report
D S

SupmaRY
PEP and Clearinghouse requested a jgune'amterama on thelxr gomments on

the report. We yecaived a fawed copy of their drefi cewments on $-2-96.

¥, Tim Murphy reguested & wodification bo Condition No, 5. Based on
L

shet regquest, the Stace asked §o dlscuss thig conditien by confexence

6all. Ve disaussed the gondition and agreed to the following: "Woxk

ghail be halted and reconsuliation with the U.8. Fisgh and Wildlife

gervice end the Department of Environmsntal Proteation will be initiated

ahould, g, 000 anatoe, ?, ¥e will also .&ﬁ ¥ary Duncan to

the list of peopls to conbact ghould a viking eeouz. The Clearinghovee

vequested this sifice confivm ouz agt %o the conditione Lhat were

disoupsed in euy telephons conversstions and faxed to ua.

BETION REGUIRED
Prepare latter to Btate,

SAME OF PERSON BOTUAINTING DONVERRATION
wiildian J. Fonfexek

ASTON TAKEN

Pagasd

FORA

;Tol%i..e.t l wg?" 1096,

a72m202 A6, OGP0 1589-3X1-27E/E0NY

CONVE‘ESAT.ION RECORD DATONAL FORM 274 (53.76)

DEPARTMENY OF DEFENSE
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Murjory Stonaman Douglae ﬁaulhiing

ug::n Chlles %_?‘?O&mo;meglé e\raurg Wirglais B, Wathergll
emer %gp@%&;ﬁﬁ %3955'30 Seareary

848, Kerl Akers

Siate Clearinghouse

Separtmant of Sommunily Affalrs

2568 Bhumerd Ouk Sivd,

Talighusses, Florde 82380-2100

RE: COEMNavipation Sludy, Temps HarberBlg Beud ChennstFaasiblity Repor and
Envircnmental Azsesament, Hillshorsugh Courty
246 FLBAOTI00E750

Daer Ma. Akers:

The Dapartmon has reviswed the Draft Feasibiigy Report and Envirenmental Asgagsimant
(EA) on the U.E. Anny Soms of Englineers’ aavigation sudy fo- the Tampa Harsor-Blg Bond
Channel. The projee nvelves desparing snd widehing the existing Blg Bend Ghannel, insluding
the entanos channel, funing basin, Inner channel and berlhing areas. Spetion 2.3.2 of iha Dratt
Envifanmental Assesement and Fladiag Of No Sianifieant impact (FONSD, outlines the Bredoing
Blan and fhe Alsmative Dlsposal Plar 8102 (CMDA-3D). it states thal Disposal islend 30 wiil
be tha pricnery dispesel area for il excaveled matsral and work would be scheduled to avold
hs Inigratory bird nesting season, § Aprdl fe 34 August. -

The Depariment deterined that dredaing In the vidity of ihis warm water refup® durlng
the propused dretging fime window of § Saptembsr fo 31 March Is unacocaptable due lo the

folloping reasons;

1. ‘There have been gt leest three known manaies dealig assoclated wih tredging aotivitles,
and &t jeast one other daath suspected:

9. The swndand manates constselion condiilons alene are net sufficient to adsquately
protect large numbers of manatees In a spacifio area (see Attachmants);

4 While the consiruction slte Is not focated direclly insengrass beds and near a waem walor
cutfall slte, 1 is iocated Immalately adjsoent & areas whete lamge numbsrs of manalsas
will bs tr ing, B ing In wanm water during coldar weather,

vhlie aggreg

quontly Info ding aress including the comstruction arem and the
bargafugbosat travel canidor;

4. The exislence of tho bulkhead ot the powar plant may assist In concentrating the manaless
whilo they are in the canal, but it deas not piohiklt them from dispersing out during the
warmer pariions of the day; .

5, The presence of 1amge rumbers of manatess in the Immediate viclnlty of the project slia
(8., 126 animais on January 24, 1904) Increases the probabiilty thet work will constantly

neod o coaze accarding 1o the stendard prolection condlifions, Crealing a situation In
which work will be conlantly interrupted Increases the potentisl for noncompiiance with

permit conditions; and, .
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8. The bargesugboat and/or crew boat traffic, as woll as some of the ypes of dradges that
may be used. creats disturbances in the immadiste vicinlly of & warm water refupe
lmﬂon for large numbers of manatess, The eifects of these disturbances can be diffisult
to measur and are, therafore, hard 1o miligate and/or offast. it I8 important that manatoes
fiot be soared away or haressad Inip leaving warm water for quister, tolder waters.

It appoars that the use of a hydraullc, pipsline dredge with a cutterhoad Is the method of
onolee for eost estimating purposes, according 10 paga EAL of the proposal, Due to the dapth of
the ol (3441 feed), the fuct that the dwdns dost not continually move through the water

ara not required, [t I3 our oplnlon that this Is
the pmfaned dradging method for oﬁsattlno &otsnﬂal Impacts 1o manatees. With this type of
dredge, the remaining pofential impacts would be from anciilary vessels assoclated with wark
crews and equipment. Thers 15, twwever, ] wqulmmunt’ for the Qorps to conslder all typas of
squipment in the biading o Because a clamshell dredge
snoves up and down thmwhnm the woter oolumn as it removes malerdal, the potential for
snoountedng & menaiee ingreases, M is probable that manstee observers would be abls to offset
this potantial impact by halting work in the event a manatee travels in the Immediate vicinlty of &
clamshel dretige op ohservers, how . &re unable {o spol manatess at night.
Even undor the bast elrcumetancas during the dayiime, it is posalbls to miss animals thet ars
present sinoa they only surface for @ few seconds to breathe,

The polertial for adverss impacis o manatees varies widely depsnding on the type of
squipment used, ss well as tho time of year that dredging activities ccour. Based on thess
concems, this projsct was determined o be potentially incensistent with the Depadment’s
authoritias in the Florida Coastal Munagemenl Programm, specrroauy cnapaer 370,12(2), F.8., the

“Florida Manates Sanclusty Ast with stat on thase
issuss, the Coms agreed to modify ns Draft Envlranmemal Assassment (6 lndude the following

manates protection measures:

1. The standard manatee pmlection constnction condilions are to ke followed for all inowator
construction, inchuing transfes of spoll by bargeAugtioot;

2 A vessels pssociated with the prolect witl install and:maintaln propelier guards;

3. Al vossels sssociated with the project wil yravel atidie spesd whils traversing to, in, and
from the project site;

4. If clamsheikyps dredges are used for the project bélwaen 1€ November and 81 -March, no
Inwater work shall cocut after sunset. Expenenm dedicated mansiee observers shall be .
used during all daytime, In-water work. Manatse rvers must glsc ba preapproved by

the B of Protected Epasios M

§,.  Work shall bs hailed and reconsultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildiiie Sorvice and the
Depariment of Eavironmental Frotection will be Initiated should, as & reauit of this project,
any person, at any thme, by any means or in any mannar, lntemiunalty or nagligently, annoy,
molest, or disturb any manates, .

Use of a hydraufic dradge Is preferred bacausa of:the project’s proximity fo an kmportant
warm waler manates aggregation area. The additionsl measures for & clamsheli-typa dredge for
this praject should not be mi d as a requl which may be applisd 1o &lf dredging
activities in Tampa Bay. These measures are considered nacessary in order {o ensure that this
project does not significantly sffect the conservation of dehfs Inoovporating theae measures &3
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speclal conditions 1o the permit of othor authorization Is edquire) to make the project consistent

with the dapartment's auihorifles In the Flonda Coastal Manug t Prog This conel

i based of information avallable duing fhe wmvlew. ¥ new Informatian revesis Imoscis i
tted gpsoles andior thelr habitat that was nel Cengidersd In this review, this biojogical

aplnion msy bs savised,

Oiner Envirenmental G

The goposed Big Bend Ghannel Improvemsnts Wi} requlre an Environwmenta! Resource
Paralt, puisusnt to Ch, 378, F.8, The made! simuizllan stedies in the Big Send Channg! Study
indicate that widening the exisiing entrancs ghennel frm 200 to 250 fesi IS necessary; lwever,
{he Feeslblity Stugy thel tha shennel b8 widened from 200° to 300° The sppHoant
must demengirats at proposed impacis hvve been minimized. The profest would result in the
areatlon of adailonat waters of the state which may el bs axpected to masl state waler quallty
standards (i disselved oxygen). Ia this ness, @ varense'i te permit may be required.

in addition, the rapari that the dradg i will contein & high percentage of
e (40%-50%). Bordng jogs Indicaled thul fines {exgeeding the 200 slave) mngad Sram
epprosimataly 5% to over 80%. The applicant rmust provide the Depariment with detalls retating
10 drzdining methodoiogy end dlspass! to 8dtiress water guality concems. The Dapariment may
requls Inforrnation felaling 1o the potenilsl wiesse of conlaminantz such sz molels sod nutdeals
ol the water ealumn during dredging or disposal sperviions, THS may b2 Iy the Tom of bulk
sediment analyals and aiutriale tests of the matorsl to be dredged. Also, the resulfing dredged
mmstenal shouls be anshmed Yor poisntial beneficlel uses. Quastions concaming the penmitiing
procsss should be dieied fo Ms. Lowren Milnen i 1804) 490-0430. Ouwenlly, the DEP
Soutinvest Dlsticl st wrs working with the Tames Pait Aulherly o spatliiss for madificelions
o Pennlt #201264680Tampa Port Aulhonty, Mase §# 25:Vaar Pormk. Applicabie condiions In
he pennil for the Bl Send Channe! nprovements shbuld eonferm with misthedoiogles and
moalioting requlrements spacified In the 25.yaar pormil,

Laslly, the Depatment hine conceras repandlng the dredging of any producive shallow
botisms o apsas with submanmed squatic vegstaton dud to the cumulative logs of these habitats
in the peRl.  Alse, precautions should be faken 1o sinkiize wibidiy levels In welers In and
avound the dredge alie,

We spgrociate the opportunliy o review the Tamps Haber-Bly Send Chennel Fessibifty
Repott and graft EA, and, based on the modificailons o the prajedt, find & consistent with our
puthodiles In the Fiodds Coastal Mansgement Program. Gusslions reganfing our responss
sheisd B8 directed 10 Lindy Srox at (S04)48F-2954,

Gondtally, .

Lynn Gty

Envirasrmantdl Administrator
Dffice of inlsfovemments! Programs

[Reliici]

o Ed Conidin, Mardne Resources i
Deborah Parigh, Ofiice of intespovernmantst Programs
tauren Mitlioan, Emdroamentsl Resturcs Pennltliing
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Tampa tiurbor-Blg Bend Channel Project
Manatee Mortality
January 1974 through January 1996

Daaths

=y Watercraft
Fiood gatefLock
QOther Human
Perinatal

Other Naturaj
Other Naturs}
Undetermined
Undotermined
Undetermined

000 ¢ 3R

Numbsr represents the yoar
the menaiea carcass was ranovered

Numbar represonts the total
aumber of manstess sesn
pet sighting
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Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channel Project
Manatee Aerial Survey Data ASTBEV
41/13/87 - 5127/94 88 Overflights -
April through October Months:

Number rapresents the fot |
number of manatees seen
per sighting
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Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channel Project
Manatee ferial Survey Data ASTBEY -
11/13/87 - 5/27/84 88 Overflights
November through March Months

4

Numbser represents the total
number of manatees seen
per sighting
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) uR S 07/18/8%

COMMENTS L ..-2 WKS: 08/01/96
Message: CLEARANCE DUE DATE: 89/02/96
Shlks FLY60718057i
STATE AGENCIES WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS
Community Affalrs. Seuthwast Florida WMD X Environmental Policy/C & ED

Environmental Protestion

Game and Fresh Water Fish Comm
Marine Fisheries Commission
State

‘Transportation

\Yh

m

tate of Flort

Yﬁwwd

£P 19 ‘\395

da Clearinph

. %»Q'\M dETr "-‘llh'g
u~,

= W’r

The attached dacument requires a Coastal Zone M:mgement AcVFlorlda
oastal ram

< op!
as ono of the following:
Fedoral 1o State or Local {16 CFR 039, Subpart F).
_ Agencies are requirod to evaluate the consistency of the activity,
x. Direct Federal Activity {15 CFR 930, Subpart C), Federal Agencles are
= required {0 furnish a consistency determination for the State’s
congurrence or objection.
Outer Shoif or
- Activities (15 CFR 930, Subpart £). Operators ara required to provide 2
for stats
Federal Liconsing or Permltting Activity {15 CFR 830, Subpart D). Such
projocts will only be evalustad for consistancy when there 1e notan
«tinalogous state license or permit.

Project Description:

Departrment of the Army « Draft - Nevigation
Study for Tempa Hatbor - Big Bend Channal «
10128 - Feasibility Report and Environmantat
Assessmant.

To; Florida State Clearinghouse £O, 12372/INEPA
Departmant of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard ;
Talizhasses, FL 323982100 @A o Gomment
(904) 922-5436  ( SC 202-5438) [] Comments Attached
(904) 487-2688 (FAX} {1 Not Applicable

From:
omDivisian/Bux'eau: O&/ EA/ ‘/
Y, ~

Federal Consistency

] No Comment/Consistent

] Consistent‘Comiments Attached
[ Inconsistent/Comments Attached
] Not Applicable

Reviewer: MK ¢

Date: _ - &5
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DATE: 07/18/96
COMMENTS Duit-2 WXS; 08/01/96
Message: CLEARANCE DUE DATE: 09/02/%6
SAT#: FL9607180575¢
STATE AGENCIES WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS
X Cominunity Affalrs Southwest Fiorida WMD Envisonmental Palicy/C & ED
Environmentat Protectian
Game and Fresh Water Fish Comm
Marlno Fisherfas Commission
State
Transpartation

State of Florida Clearinghigus:

The attached document requires a Coastal Zens Management Act/Florida
P endis

©~stal

ie of the following!

Foderal Assistance to State or Local Government (15 CFR 939, Subpart F).
Agencies are reguired {o ovaluats the consistency of the astivity,

Direct Fedsral Activity (15 CFR 830, Subpart C). Federal Agencles are

Project Description:

Department of the Amy - Draft - Navigation
Study for Tempa Harbor - Big Band Chantiel «
10128 - Fensibity Report and Enviconmental
Assessmant,

X required to furnish a consistoncy determination for the State's
concurrenca or objection.
" Outer Sheif or
— Activities (16 CFR 930, Subpart E). Oporators ate required to provide a
for stato
Fedoral Licensing or Permitting Activily (16 CFR 930, Subpart D). Such
- ‘prajecu will only ke svaluated for consistency when there is notan
analogous state license or pannit. .
To: Florida State Clearinghouse Eb. 1237 2INEFA Federal Consistoncy
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard .
Talizhassee, FL 32399-2100 '3"_(°°°‘“’“°’“ . E"f’ c.‘"“’":“"“"s's'e';‘“ach "
(804) 922-5438  ( SC 202-5438) ] Y a ten
(904) 487-288D (FAX) {77 Not Applicable ed
[ Not Applicable
Lom: Dak
Division/Bureau: Fet, RM,_<SHP
Reviewer:
Dat: _ 9 SEP S6 %
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COM 4ENT:, .UE~2 WRS: 08/01/96

Message: CLEARANG. DUE DATE: 08/02/96
9% sATH: FLOG07180575:
SYATE AGENCIES WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS
Community Affairs Southwest Florida WHD Environmentat Policy/C & ED
Environmental Protection A
Game and Frosh Water Fish Comm
Marine Fisheries Commission u’FL A
X State
Teansportation 5A ot & 'Q - GC)ﬁP 'S
B M
RECEIVRER || Xl W33
il
kUG 8 1996
State of Florida Cloaringhouse
“The attachad document requires a Constal Zone Managoment Act/Florida N
" Program o i5 Project Description:
28 one of the following: of the Army « Draft
Fedoral Assistancs to State ot Local Govemmant (15 CFR 930, Subpant F), Study for Tampa Harbar - Big Bend Channel -
~—  Agenciss ara required ¢o evaluste the conaistency of the activity. z:::' Feashilly Rape:t and Envionmental
X Direct Fedoral Activity (16 GFR 930, Subpart C). Fedssel Agencies are
= required to furnlsh a consistency detormination for the Stata's
congurronce of objection, !
Outer Sheif or
-_— Activities {16 CFR 930, Subpart E}. Operators are raquired to provide a
for state
Fedoral Licansing or Permitting Activity {15 CFR 930, Subpart D). Such
- profects will only be evaluated for consistancy whon thers is not an
Jdnalogous stats license or parmit.
To: Florida State Clearinghouse EO. 12372INEFA Federal Consistency
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard l!/ )
Tallahassee, FL 32398-2100 E/r"f° Comment v No Gomement/Coneistent
{904) 022-5438 (SC 292-5438) N ) 3
(904) 487-2899 (FAX) ] Not Applicable 8 lsz'o::n::‘_gg::mments Aftached
—— - ot
RECEIVE!
From: JUL 22 Wy
Division/Bureau;_'
Reviewar: COMPUIANCE & REVIEW SECTION
Date: Bl
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DATE: 07718756

COMMENTS DUE-2 WRS: 08/01/96
Message: CLEATANCE DUE DATE: 08702796
EALE: FL9607180575¢C
SYATE AGENCIES WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS
Community Affalrs Bouthwast Florida WD Environmentaf Policy/C & ED
Environmental Protection
Gama and Frash Weter Fish Comm
X Marine Fisherios Commission {1 {y—
CEIVED:
Transpoiiation 8 ! U ,
JUL 3 0 1896
BECEIVE State of Fiorida Glearir]gh'ouse
JUL 23 199%
MARINE FISHERIES
COMMISSION
The attached 1 Coastal Zon¢ .
Covater Progrem PN v Project Description:
E v of the following: Depariment of the Army - Draft - Navigation
Federal Asslstance to State or Local Government (15 CFR 839, Subpart F). Study for Tampa Harbor - Big Bend Channel -
~—  Agencles are roquired to evaluate the conslstanicy of tho activity. 20126~ Possinlity Repart and Rvionmenil
X Direct Faderal Activity (15 CFR 830, Subpart ©). Foderal Agencles are
required to furnish a consistency determination for the State's
coneutrence or objection.
Outer Shelf or
—_ Activities (15 CFR 930, Subpart E). Oporators are rsquired to pravide a
for stats
Federal Licensing or Permiiting Activity (16 GFR 830, Subpart D). Such
projects will only be evaluated for sanslstency when thera is not an
anslogous state license or parmit,
Yo: Florlda State Ciearinghouse EO. 12372INEPA Federai Conslistency
Depariment of Community Affairs
i:ﬁ:nig:: rgLO ::sggﬁgm ] No Comment [J No Gomment/Consistent
(804) 922-5438  ( SC 292.5438) a Cammen'ls Attached {7} Consistent/Comments Attached
(504) 487-2899 (FAX) (3 Not Applicabie [m} i
KNM Applicable
N MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION
~ 2540 EXECUTIVE CENTER CIRCLE WESE

SUITE 106

N
} A ) vTALL}H%ﬁEE, FLORIDA 3230% ot a >
T etf

4

n;:‘ - AL
Reviewe é(// (”,-v—\_/““‘

Date: J= 20 =21
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CoL LATE: D7/18/96
' COMMENTS DUE-2 WKS: 08/01/96
CLEARANCE DUE DATE: 08/02/96
Massage:
9 EATH: FL9607180575C
STATE AGENCIES ‘WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS
Community Afisirs Southwest Florida WMD Environmental Polizy/C & ED
Environmental Protection
Game and Fresh Water Fish Comm
Maring Fishedes Commission
State

X Transportation

\EGEIVE

=

| o

)
L OFFICE #DOT
ICAR COORDINATOR
g: ::chod d»umo:! mr:qf:lﬂnu & Coastal Zone Mamﬂ:l':“ ActFlorldz Projoct Desctiption:
as one of the following: Dapartment of the Ammy ~ Draft - Navigation
Fedaral Assistance to State or Local Government (15 GFR 930, Subpart F). Study for Tampa Harbor - Blg Ber! Channel -
_ Agencies are required to svaluate the consistency of the a;ﬂv;‘y. 10128 ‘r::::‘b‘l"y Report and Environmental
X Direct Faderat Activity (15 CFR 830, Subpart C). Foderal Agenties are
== roquired ish a for tho Btate's
concurrance or objection, \‘qa:mﬂ.r? '7 =
Outer Continesttal Bhelf arP Vs 54 T
— Activities {15 CFR 830, Subpart E}. Operators ara requlred to provide 8 l\< i
far state M
Federal Licensing or Femnitiing Activity (15 GFR 930, Subpart D). Such = AUG 5 1996
- projects will only be evaluated for consistency when there Is notan
anatogous state licenss or parmit. 5 o .
i}

‘To: Florida State Clearinghouse ED. 12372INEPA
Department of Community Affalrs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulsvard
Tallahasses, FL 323892100 (@Ko Comment
(604)922-5438  ( SC 262-5438) [] Comments Altached
(904) 487-2889 (FAX) {3 Not Applicable
From:;

Reviewer:
Date:
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Federal Consistency

B’(o Comment/Consistent
[ ConsistentComments Attached

0
L Net Applicable




EXHIBIT IV

COMPLIANCE WITH
ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS
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1.0 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. This document has been
prepared in accordance with CEQ regulation CFR 1500 and Department of the Army
Regulation ER 200-2-2. Scoping was conducted notifying the State of Florida, Federal
agencies and members of the public of our intentions to study navigation problems within
the Tampa Harbor - Big Bend Navigation Channel. The Draft Finding of No Significant
Impact and EA was circulated for a period of 30 days starting on 26 June 1996. The study
is in full compliance at this time.

2.0. Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for the
purpose of determining if there is any potential impact on threatened or endangered species
or critical habitat was conducted, and Exhibit I contains the Section 7 consultation
correspondence. Of these species only the manatee was known to inhabit the area. A No
Effect determination was reached by the Jacksonville District Office and concurred with by
the USFWS. - The Biological Opinion is contained within the FWCAR (Exhibit II).

3.0. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended. The project has been
thoroughly coordinated with the US Fish and Wildlife Service. A Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report was transmitted to this office by letter dated 4 February 1994
(Exhibit II). Their comments were considered in the formulation of the project.

4.0. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (PL 89-655). Cultural
resource study and coordination with the SHPO is in compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, the Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act, and Executive Order 11593.

5.0. Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended. Section 401. State Water Quality
Certification (WQC) will be sought from the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection for the dredging in accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement between the
US army Corps of Engineers and the State of Florida during the Detailed Engineering
Phase.

6.0. Clean Air Act of 1972, as amended. The Tampa Bay area is an attainment area for
the criteria pollutants under the Act and is not governed by a State Implementation Plan
(SIP). Since the project area is within an attainment area, the EPA rules for conformity
determination do not apply. No air quality permits will be required for this project. The
Draft EA will be coordinated with the Hillsborough County, Environmental Protection
Commission. Therefore, this project is in compliance with the Act.

7.0. Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended. The project has been evaluated
in accordance with Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act (Appendix V). It has
been determined that the project would have no unacceptable impacts and would be
consistent with the Florida Coastal Zone Consistency Act. The State was requested to
concur in that determination through coordination of EA with the State Clearinghouse. The
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State concurred in that determination by letter dated 10 September- 1996.

8.0. Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968, as amended. No designated Wild and Scenic
river reaches will be affected by project related activities. This act is not applicable.

9.0. Marine Maramal Protection Act of 1972, as amended. The work was coordinated with
the US Fish and Wildlife Service during the scoping period and during Section 7
Consultation pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. The West Indian manatee could be
located in the project area, but would not be affected. The standard State manatee
protection conditions as well as additional special conditions which include a manatee
observer and proppelar guards will be implemented during construction.

10.0. Estuary Protection Act of 1968. Tampa Bay is part of the National Estuary
Program. The proposed work would not adversely affect this estuary. The Draft Finding
of No Significant Impactand EA will be coordinated with the Department of the Interior
and the Tampa Bay National Estuaty Program.

11.0. Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended. Recreation development is
authorized and permitted at local flood ceatrol projects under Section 4 of the 1944 Flood
Control Act, as amended and is further regulated by the Land and Water Conservation Fund
Act, the Federal Water Project Recreation Act (P.L. 89-65) and the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986. This Act does not apply.

12.0. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, (PL 94-580; 7 U.S.C.
100, et seq). The objective of this law is to track hazardous toxic and radiological waste
(HTRW) from the time of generation to disposal. The law requires safe and secure
procedutes to be used in treating, transporting, storing and disposing of hazardous wastes.
RCRA is designed to prevent new uncontrolled HTRW sites. It also covers storage and
transportation of all identified wastes for disposal during comstruction of this project. No
HTRW are anticipated at the site. Should HTRW be found during construction of this
project, it would be disposed of in accordance with all Federal, state and local regulations.

13.0. Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976, (PL 94-469; U.S.C. 2601, et seq. An initial
map reconnaissance of the project area, a review of available literature, and 2 site visit
showed no indications of HTRW contaminants within the project corridor. Should HTRW
be found during construction of this project, it would be disposed of in accordance with all
Federal, state and local regulations. Therefore, the project is in compliance with the Act.

14.0. Archeology and Historic Preservation Act (PL 93-291). The project area has been
investigated and no cultural resources have been identified that could be affected by the
proposed work. This project has been coordinated with the State Historic Preservation
Officer.

15.0. E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands. The objective of the Executive Order is to avoid
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to the extent possible the long and short term adverse impacts associated with the
destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect support of new
construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable aiternative. The selected plan has
been evaluated in light of Executive Order 11990 on Protection of Wetlands. No wetlands
would be affected by the proposed work. Therefore, the project would be consistent with
the goals and intent of the Executive Order.

16.0. E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management. The objective of this Executive Order is to
avoid to the extent possible the long and short term adverse impacts associated with
occupancy and modification of the floodplains and o avoid direct and indirect support of
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. No development of the
floedplain would occur. Therefore, the Selected Plan is consistent with the objectives of
Executive Order 11988 on Flood Plain Management.
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EXHIBIT V

COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION
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Florida Coastal Zone Management Program
Federal Consistency Evaluation Procedures

. 1. Chapter 161, Beach and Shore Preservation.

The intent of the coastal construction permit program established by this chapter is
to regulate construction projects located seaward of the line of mean- high water and
which might have an effect on natural shoreline processes.

Response: The proposed work project ié not focated along a beach and dune
environment nor would the proposed channel widening effect beach
processes. Therefore, this chapter does not apply.

2. Chapters 186 and 187, State and Regional Plannving.

These chapters establish the State Comprehensive Plan which sets goals that
articulate a strategic vision of the State'’s future. It's purpose is to define in a broad
sense, goals, and policies that provide decision-makers directions for the future and
provide long-range guidance for an orderly social, economic and physical growth.

Response: The proposed work will be coordinated with the State and
Regional Planning Office during the NEPA process.

3. Chapter 252, Disaster Preparation, Response and Mitigation.

This chapter creates a state emergency management agency, with the
authority to provide for the common defense; to protect the public peace, health and
safety; and to preserve the lives and property of the people of Florida.

Response: The dredging of the Big Bend Channel and disposal of material
on either Sunken Island, the holes near Whiskey Stump Key, or CMDA-:D
would protect the navigation channe! which could be used in emergency
situations for transportation purposes. Therefore, this work would be
consistent with the efforts of Division of Emergency Management.

4. Chapter 253, State Lands.
This chapter governs the management of submerged state lands and
resources within state lands. This includes archeological and historical resources;

water resources; fish and wildlife resources; beaches and dunes; submerged grass
beds and other benthic communities; swamps, marshes and other wetlands;
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mineral resources; unique natural features; submerged lands; spoil istands; and
artificial reefs.

Response: The use of these State fands has been approved by the State.
There are no archeological resources at this site, no seagrass beds, or
special aquatic communities. There are manatees located near the project
during cooler months at the adjacent power plant, but they should not be
affected by the work. In addition the State manatee protection conditions will
be implemented to insure that manatees will not be harmed. The dredged
material will be placed in disposal areas owned by the Tampa Port Authority.
The proposed work would comply with the intent of this chapter.

5. Chapters 253, 259, 260, and 375, Land Acquisition.

This chapter authorizes the state to acquire land to protect environmentally
sensitive areas. .

Response: Since the affected property already is in public ownership, this
chapter would not apply.

6. Chapter 258, State Parks and Aquatic Preserves.

This chapter authorizes the state to manage state parks and preserves.
Consistericy with this statute would include consideration of projects that would
directly or indirectly adversely impact park property, natural resources, park
programs, management or operations.

Response: The proposed work would not affect any state parks or preserves,
and would, therefore, be consistent with this chapter.

7. Chapter 267, Historic Preservation.

This chapler establishes the procedures for implementing the Florida Historic
Resources Act responsibilities.

Response: The dredging has been coordinated with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and according to their records no sites listed by the
SHPO would be affected by the proposed work. However, should new
resources be found the work will cease and the SHPO will be contacted to
determine the steps necessary to comply with the Historic Preservation Act.
Therefore, the work will be consistent with the goals of this chapter.

8. Chapter 288, Economic Development and Tourism
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This chapter directs the state to provide guidance and promotion of beneficial
development through encouraging economic diversification and promoting tourism.

Response: The proposed channel widening of the navigation channel
encourages the development the Port of Tampa and economic growth of the
area. Therefore, the work would be consistent with the goals of this chapter.

9. Chapters 334 and 339, Public Transportation.

This chapter authorizes the planning and development of a safe balanced and
efficient transportation system.

Response: The widening of the navigation channel promotes safe
commercial navigation within the Big Bend Channel.

10. Chapter 370, Saltwater Living Resources.

This chapter directs the state to preserve, manage and protect the marine,
crustacean, shell and anadromous fishery resources in state waters; to protect and
enhance the marine and estuarine environment; to regulate fishermen and vessels
of the state engaged in the taking of such resources within or without state waters;
to issue licenses for the taking and processing products of fisheries; to secure and
maintain statistical records of the catch of each such species; and, to conduct
scientific, economic, and other studies and research.

Response: The maintenance dredging of this area would not adversely affect
saltwater living resources. Based on the overall impacts of the work, the
work is consistent with the goals of this chapter.

12. Chapter 372, Living Land and Freshwater Resources.

. This chapter establishes the Game and Freshwater Fish Commission and
directs it to manage freshwater aquatic life and wild animat life and their habitat to
perpetuate a diversity of species with densities and distributions which provide
sustained ecological, recreational, scientific, educational, aesthetic, and economic
benefits.

Response: No living land or freshwater resources would be impacted by the
dredging. Therefore, the work would comply with the goals of this chapter.

13. Chapter 373, Water Resources.

This chapter provides the authority to regulate the withdrawali, diversion,
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storage, and consumption of water.

Response: This work does not involve water resources as described by this
chapter.

14. Chapter 378, Pollutant Spill Prevention and. Control.

This chapter regulates the transfer, storage, and transportation of pollutants
and the cleanup of pollutant discharges.

Response: This work does not involve the transportation or discharging of
poliutants. Conditions will be placed in the contract to handle any inadvertent
spill of pollutants. Therefore, the project would comply with this. Act.

15. Chapter 377, Oil and Gas Exploration and Production,

This chapter authorizes the regulation of all phases of exploration, driiﬁng,
and production of oll, gas, and other petroleum products.

Response: This work does not involve the exploration, drilling or production
of gas, oil or petroleurn product and therefore does not apply.

16. Chapter 380, Environmental Land and Water Management.

This chapter establishes criteria and procedures to assure that local land
development decisions consider the regional impact nature of proposed large-scale
development. : .-

Response: The proposed widening of the navigation channe! will be

coordinated with the local regicnal planning commission. Therefore, the work

~ would be consistent with the goals of this chapter.
17. Chapter 388, Arthropod Control. '

This chapter provides for a comprehensive approach for abatement or
suppression of mosquitoes and other pest arthropods within the state.

Response: The work would not further the propagation of mosquitces or
other pest arthropods. :

18. Chapter 403, Environmental Control.

This chapter authorizes the regulation of pollution of the air and waters of the
state by the DEP.
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Response: A water quality certification will be requested from the DEP in
accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement between the State of Florida
and the US Army Corps of Engineers for the dredging. No air pollution
permits are necessary for the project. Effects of the operation of construction
equipment on air quality would be minor. Therefore, the work is complying
with the intent of this chapter.

19. Chapter 582, Soil and Water Conservation.

This chapter establishes policy for the conservation of the state soil and water
through the Department of Agriculture. Land use policies will be evaluated in terms
of their tendency to cause or contribute to soil erosion or to conserve, develop, and
utilize soil and water resources both onsite or in adjoining properties affected by the
work. Particular attention will be given to work on or near agricultural lands.

Response: The proposed work is not located near or on agricultural lands.

Conditions will be placed in the contract to control erosion of upland disposal
areas. Therefore, the project would comply with this chapter.
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EXHIBIT VI

SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATIONS
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SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION
DREDGED MATERIAL

1. Project Description

a. Location. Tampa Harbor, Big Bend Navigation Project, Hillsborough County,
Florida.

b. General Description. Sunken Island Disposal. This alternative is a one time
only proposal. It is considered a beneficial use of dredged material as defined by
Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992. The materials could
come from either the construction of the new channel or periodic maintenance of the
channel. Approximately 95,000 CY of material is needed for the west and
northwest banks of the island to mitigate erosion. Placement would be along
roughly 3200 feet of shoreline to extend the shoreline outward an average of 100
feet at an elevation of 3 feet above mlw. The land would then be graded from a land
surface elevation of +3 feet above mlw to a bay bottom elevation of about 5 feet
below miw. Figure F-4, Appendix F, provides a cross section of the shoreline
extension. Material placed in that area is still susceptible to continued erosion.
Spartina alternaflora would be used to provide vegetative stabilization to the
shoreline. The south side of the island would be extended with one or two
sawtooth-shaped land areas. Development of those land areas would require an
estimated 310,000 CY to raise the existing bay bottom of 5 feet below miw to land
surface elevation of 5 feet above mlw. Spartina sp. plants would be planted along
2700 feet of shoreline on the eastern and southeastern banks of the sawtooth land
area(s). The planting zone for Spartina sp. would extend from the shoreline to
about 50 feet off shore. Mangroves stands are expected to rapidly develop in the
Spartina planting areas. The elevation of the bay bottom adjacent to the sawtooth-
shaped land areas would be raised to create shallow bay areas suitable for the
development of mudflats and marsh habitats. That filling would require an
estimated 140,000 CY to raise the bay bottom from 5 feet below mlw. The resulting
bay depth would be 1 to 2 feet below miw. Plan and cross sectional views of the
sawtooth extension(s) and adjacent bay areas are in Figure F-4, Appendix F.
Dredged material from Big Bend would be pumped a distance of about 3 miles to
Sunken Island. Material may need to be stock-piled to facilitate the construction
process. Silt curtains would be used to control the level of turbidity entering the
bay. Specialized construction equipment may be required, such as hydraiilic
amphibious excavators. Work would be scheduled to avoid the migratory bird
nesting season (1 February-31 August) for the island.

c. Authority and Purpose. The present study is authorized by Senate and House
. Resolutions adopted 29 May 1979 and 14 November 1979, respectively. These

resolutions request review of the Chief of Engineer’s report on Tampa Harbor,

Florida, printed in House Document 401, 91st Congress, 2nd Session, and other

238



pertinent reports, with a view of determining if the authorized project should be
modified in any way at this time, with particular reference to improvement and
maintenance of the existing local project for Big Bend Channel.

d. General Description of Dredged or Fill Material

(1) General Characteristics of Material. The channel bottom is underlain by
unconsolidated materials consisting of sand, silt, clay and shell. Tests
indicate the presence of compact, hard limestone layers and lenses of variable
hardness and thickness.

(2) Quantity of Material. Approximately 95,000 CY of material is needed
for the west and northwest banks of the island to mitigate erosion.
Development of those land areas would require an estimated 310,000 CY.
And bay bottom filling would require an estimated 140,000 CY.to raise the
bay bottom from 5 feet below mlw. .

(3) Source of Material. The dredged material would
come from the Big Bend Navigation channel.

e. Description of the Proposed Discharge Site.

(1) Size and Location. A small island known as Sunken or "Bird" Island
located next to the Alafia River Navigation Channel.

(2) Type of Site. A former disposal island that has been colonized by trees
and shrubs. .

(3) Type of Habitat. The area is an island having bird nesting colonies on
it. There is sand beach and emergent wetlands around the fringe.

(4) Timing and Duration of Discharge. The work would likely take 3
months to construct. The work would be scheduled outside the bird nesting
season for the island (1 February-31 August).

{. Description of Disposal Method. The material would be
slurried and pumped to the site through a pipeline.

II. Factual Determinations
a. Physical Substrate Determinations.

(1) Substrate Elevation and Slope. The substrate ranges from -5 feet mlw to
0 feet mlw. The slope is gentle.
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(2) Sediment Type. The bottom is sand that was deposited from former
dredging episodes.

(3) Dredged/Fill Material Movement. The material would be subject to the
erosive forces of the wind and wave action of the Bay.

(4) Physical Effects on Benthos. The material would eliminate the benthic
organisms but would be easily recolonized.

(5) Other Effects. None.

(6) Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts. Double silt curtains would be used
to minimize the turbidity.

b. Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations
(1) Water

(2) Salinity. No impacts to salinity at disposal
site.

(b) Water Chemistry. None

(c) Clarity. Temporary increase in turbidity during construction.
(d) Color. None

(e) Odor. The disposal site is located adjacent to

uninhabited areas and any odors will be temporary. The effluent
return to the Bay should have little or no odor and is not expected to
cause either short of long-term odor problems in the Guilf.

(f) Taste. Not applicable.

(g) Dissolved Gas Levels. None.

(h) Nutrients. None.

(i) Eutrophication. None.

(2) Current Patterns and Circulation. None.

(3) Normal Water Level Fluctuations. None.
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(4) Salinity Gradients. None.

~ (5) Actions That Will Be Taken to Minimize Impacts. The
disposal site will be operated to maintain state water quality standards.

¢. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations
(1) Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and
Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of Disposal Site. There will be a short-term
substantial increase in the suspended particulate/turbidity in the disposal area.
Levels would be controlled to meet state standard.

(2) Effects (degree and duration) on Chemical and
Physical values :

(a) Light penetration. Light penetration reduction will be temporarily
experienced at the disposal site.

(b) Dissolved Oxygen. None.
(¢) Toxic Metals and Organics. None.
(d) Pathogens. Not Applicabie.

© Aesthetics. Since the construction areas are removed from areas
of human habitation, there would be relatively no impact on aesthetics.

(f) Others as Appropriate. None.

(3) Effects on Biota (consider environmental values in sections 230.21, as
appropriate)

(a) Primary Production, Photosynthesis. Photosynthesis would be
substantially reduced within the disposal area.

(b) Suspension/Filter Feeders. Little or no impact
is expected.

(c) Sight Feeders. Little or no impact is
expected.

(4) Actions taken to Minimize Impacts. None is required.

d. Contaminant Determinations. No sources of pollution have
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been identified in the project area, therefore, no contaminants are expected to be
encountered.

e. Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations
{1} Effects on Plankton. No significant effects.

(2) Effects on Benthos. There would be no significant
impacts on benthos in the disposal.

(3) Effects on Nekton. None.

(4) Effects on Aquatic Food Web. There would be no
significant impact on the aquatic food web within the area of impact.

(5) Effects on Special Aquatic Sites.
(a) Sanctuaries and Refuges. Not applicable.
(b} Wetlands. There would be an increase in wetland habitat created.
() Mud Flats. None.
(d) Vegetated Shallows. None would be affected.
{e) Coral Reefs. None.
(f) Riffle and Pool Complexes. Not applicable.
(6) Threatened and Endangered Species. There would be no affects on
manatees because standard state and federal conditions for dredging will be

implemented to protect the manatees.

(7) Other Wildlife. There would be an increase in the amount of migratory
bird nesting ‘habitat.

(8) Actions to Minimize Impacts, Work schedules . -

would try to avoid migratory bird nesting periods. However, should the
dredging be delayed precautions will be taken to avoid impacting nesting
until the project is complete. Also precautions will also be taken to avoid
impacting manatees within the work area.

f. Proposed Disposal Site Determinations
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(1} Mixing Zone Determination. Not applicable.

(2} Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water

Quality Standards. The discharge refurn water must comply with State water
quality standards.

{3) Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristic

(2) Municipal and Private Water Supply. Not
applicable.

(b) Recreational and Commercial Fisheries. None.

(c) Water Related Recreation. None.

{d) Aesthetics. Short-term minor impact duting construction period.
(e) Parks, National and Historical Mopuments,

National Seashores, Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, and Similar
Preserves. None.

g. Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic
Ecosystem. None are apparent.

h. Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem. Not applicable.
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SECTION 404(b}{1) EVALUATION
DREDGED MATERIAL

1. Project Description

a. Location. Tampa Harbor, Big Bend Navigation Project, Hillsborough County,
Florida.

b. General Description. Whiskey Stump Key Disposal. This alternative is a one
time only proposal. It is considered a beneficial use of dredged material as defined
by Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992. The materials
could come from either the construction of the new channel or periodic maintenance
of the channel. Two large holes and one small hole exsit on the east and west side
of Whiskey Stump Key shown on Figure F-3, Appendix F. The holes were
apparently dredged for fill material and they cover an area of about 53 acres. The
holes have existing depths around 12 feet below mlw. The plan is to fill the holes
to a depth of 1 foot below miw. To help reduce the level of impact, several
measures would be taken in the discharge area. Double silt curtains will be required
to keep unacceptable levels of turbidity from entering the surrounding bay area. The
discharge pipe would be positioned near the bottom of the holes to minimize the
volume of fines in suspension. Pumping rates would be reduced to provide more
time for fines to settle and consolidate. A spreader head would be attached to the
end of the discharge pipe to help distribute the capping material more uniformly
over the fines, minimizing the heaving effect. Pumping rates would be reduced to
provide more time for fines in the material to settle and consolidate. A small
channel 2 to 6 feet in depth, located south of the holes, would remain to permit
shallow draft vessal access. o

c. Authority and Purpose. The present study is authorized by Senate and House
Resolutions adopted 29 May 1979 and 14 November 1979, respectively. These
resolutions request review of the Chief of Engineer’s report on Tampa Harbor,
Florida, printed in House Document 401, 91st Congress, 2nd Session, and other
pertinent reports, with a view of determining if the authorized project should be
modified in any way at this time, with particular reference to improvement and
maintenance of the existing local project for Big Bend Channel.

d. General Description of Dredged or Fill Material
(1) General Characteristics of Material. The channel bottom is underlain by
unconsolidated materials consisting of sand, silt, clay and shell. Tests
indicate the presence of compact, hard limestone layers and lenses of variable
hardness and thichness.

(2) Quantity of Material. Filling the holes will require about 950,000 CY
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of material.

(3) Source of Material. The dredged material would
come from the Big Bend Navigation channel.

e. Description of the Proposed Discharge Site.
(1) Size and Location. The holes cover 53 acres.
(2) Type of Site. Former dredge borrow sites.

{3) Type of Habitat. The sites are bay bottorn that act like asilt and
sediment trap.

(4) Timing and Duration of Discharge. The dredging and disposal will take
approximately 3 months to accomplish. No time frame has been established.

f. Description of Disposal Method. The material would be
slurried and pumped to the site through a pipeline. Double silt curtains would likely
be required to control turbidity.
II. Factual Determinations
a. Physical Substrate Determinations.

(1) Substrate Elevation and Slope. The bottom is flat and has a bottom
elevation of -12 feet miw.

{2) Sediment Typs. Silty bottom.

(3) Dredged/Fill Material Movement. The dredged material would be
confined to the holes. There is no siguificant tidal currents in the area to
cause shifting of the material once it is in place.

(4) Physical Effects on Benthos. It would cover the bottom benthic
organisms in the bottom sediments.

(5) Other Effects. None.
(6) Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts. None.
b. Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations

(1) Water
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(5) Effects on Special Aquatic Sites.

(a). Sanctuaries and Refuges. 'None.

(b) Wetlands. None.

(c) Mud Flats, None.

(d) Vegetated Shallows, None would be affected.

(e) Coral Reefs. None.

(D Riffle and Pool Complexes. Not applicable.
(6) Threatened and Endangered Species. There would be no affects on
manatees because standard state and federal conditions for dredging will be
implemented to protect the manatees.
{7) Other Wildlife. None.

(8) Actions to Minimize Impacts. Also precautions will also be taken to
avoid impacting manatees within the work area.

f. Proposed Disposal Site Determinations
(1) Mixing Zone Determination.
(2) Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water
Quality Standards. The discharge return water must comply with State water
quality standards.
(3) Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristic
(a) Municipal and Private Water Supply. None.
{b) Recreational and Commercial Fisheries.
Immediate impacts to commercial fisheries resources will be
insignificant. Long-term, this could benrefit recreational fisheries.

(c) Water Related Recreation. Reduced recreational boating in the
disposal area, ’ :

{d) Aesthetics. Tempoaray construction impacts.
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(e) Parks, National and Historical Monuments,
National Seashores, Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, and Similar
Preserves. None.

g. Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic
Ecosystem. None are apparent.

h. Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem. Not applicable.

247



(a) Salinity. No impacts to salinity at disposal
site.

(by Water Chemistry. No impacts.

(¢) Clarity. Temporary increase in turbidity during construction.
(d) Color. No impacts

(e) Odor. None.

(f) Taste. Not applicable.

(g) Dissolved Gas Levels. D.O. levels may be temporarily depressed
during construction.

(h) Nutrients. None.

(i) Eutrophication. None.
(2) Current Patterns and Circulation. None.
(3) Normal Water Level Fluctuations. Not applicable.
(4) Salinity Gradients. Not applicable.

(5) Actions That Will Be Taken to Minimize Impacts. The - -
disposal site will be operated to maintain state water quality standards.

c. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations
(1) Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and
Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of Disposal Site. There will be a short-term
increase in the suspended particulate/turbidity in the disposal area. Double
tarbidity curtains would likely be required to control levels outside the site.
Levels should not exceed state standard.

(2) - Effects (degree and duration) on Chemical and
Physical values

(a) Light penetration. Light penetration reduction will be temporarily
experienced at the disposal site.

(b) Dissolved Oxygen. D.O. levels may be texﬂporarily lowered
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construction with D.O. levels rapidly returning to normal after
construction ceases.

(c) Toxic Metals and Organics. None.
(d) Pathogens. Not Applicable.

(e) Aesthetics. A turbidity plume will be generated within the
disposal site but will be removed from most human observation.

(f) Others as Appropriate. None.

(3) Effects on Biota (consider environmental values in
sections 230.21, as appropriate)

(a) Primary Production, Photosynthesis. None.

(b) Suspension/Filter Feeders. Litile or no impact
is expected outside the disposal area.

(c) Sight Feeders. Little or no impact is
expected outside the disposal area.

(4) Actions taken to Minimize Impacts. Double turbidity curtains would be
required.

d. Contaminant Determinations. No sources of pollution have

been identified in the project area, therefore, no contaminants are expected to be
encountered.

e. Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations

(1) Effects on Plankton. No significant effects.

(2) Effects on Benthos. There would be significant
impacts on benthos in the disposal area.

(3) Effects on Nekton. None.
(4) Effects on Aquatic Food Web. There would be no
significant impact on the aquatic food web within the area of impact. In the

long-term, there would be a benefit to the food chain by providing additional
increased water quality.

O
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